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back as the reconstruction period following 
the war between the states, some areas have 
been burdened with excessive transportation 
rates. This had it.s adverse economic effect 
and has contributed to the low economic 
status in that area. Because of these past 
actions, we a.re granted an opportunity to 
develop an area that ls largely free from the 
errors and excesses that impede further de
velopment in other areas. We should use 
this resource wisely and ·devote our best ef
forts to create a model for successful futtll'e 
growth. 

POSITIVE SOLUTIONS 

You are confronted by many facets to the 
total transportation picture. Each presents 
a uniquely different problem that has its 
demand for a logical and reasonable consid
eration. We must be cautious in our search 
for solutions lest we concentrate on those 
which are negative in character-rationing, 
more regulation and p_rice-fixing. The di
versity of the transportation problems-lack 
of adequate public transit, energy consei·va
tion, environm!lntal preservation, a dete1·io
rating higp.way and rail system and insuffi
cient capacity of both transportation and 
communications facilities to meet peak de
mands imposes upon us_ the mandate to 
seek positive rather than negative solutions. 
In spite of these problems there remains the 
basic desire of mankind to be mobile-to 
improve his standard of living and that of 
his offspring! This desire and, yes, right
even though not specifically guaranteed by 
our constitution, is probably cherished by 
Americans as highly as is our right for free 
speech and the right to practice the religious 
customs of our choice. 

His time when our government must face 
the real problem of moving goods more effi
ciently and economically. The world energy 
situation dictates that the major world pow
ers take positive measures toward this end. 
This suggests that application of new inno
vations both in the blending of transporta
tion modes in a single corridor and in new 
transportation hardware. Throughout our 
history, the changing transportation modes 
i.e. water, rail, automobile have developed 
primarily because of competition. While 
competition, if fairly conducted, should con
tinue; a means of integrating all modes so 
that they will complement instead of com
pete is essentiaL This integration of modes is 
one of the major steps toward Teducing 
energy consumption and thus promoting 
efficiency. In our environment of free enter
prise, the integration of transportation has 
traditionally occurred when it is a neces
sity, i.e. no other visible solution. We can 
and should plan a complementary and co
ordinat.ed transportation system. 

The1:e has never been a transportation pro
gram in· our-country that was designed solely 
to get the , product from its origin to its 
destination by the most economical process. 
Oh! we always try to move our merchandise 
by the most economical means. By tha~ I 
mean the cheapest for the shipper. Why don't 
we look in depth and say we should move our 
merchandise so that it will be the most eco
nomical to all Americans-considering all 
cost; hidden and passive as well as direct and 
indirect? After we have done that, why don't 
we design an integrated system to guarantee -
this savings? If this could be attained there 
would be tremendous saving in the overall 
transportation process. our· studies, to date, 
have by no means completely satisfied this 
objective, but we are fully convinced that -
this dream can only be realized through a · 
Multi-Mode System. The proper integration 
of Multi-Modal transportation programs and 
policies should become the National Trans
portation Goal. 

Our proposal is in concert with the recent 
appearance o! the Chairman of this Com
mittee, Congressman Howard in Seattle, 
Washington, when he delivered the keynote 
address to the Institute of Traffic Engineers 
as he indicated transportation modes must 
be complementa1·y-it's too late for competi
tion between modes. 

Surface transportation developments can
not be left to chance as implied by the Sec
retary's report to Congress required by sec
tion 143 of the 1973 Highway Act. In light of 
the pressing world, as well as our own energy 
situation, we must and I repeat, we must de
velop means to get more mobility with less 
energy. 

RETURN ON L.'l'VESTMENT 

We believe that there is overwhelming 
justifications to support the Multi-State 
Transportation System. Some of the more 
obvious returns are! 

First, it will provide an economic boost 
that is long overdue for this region. 

Second, it will provide an efficient route 
from the nations "Bread Basket" to the Gulf 
and Atlantic Ports to facilitate transporting 
agricultural products as well as other items 
through the world. 

Third, it will provide the means for eco~ 
nomical movement of grain products from 
the Mid-Continent to the Southea-stern 
states in support of the expanding cattle 
growing programs. 

Fourth, this facility will provide an artery 
from the South Atlantic Ports which is geo
graphically close to the markets of South 
America with its abundant supply of un~ 
tapped raw material and selected agricultural 
product to the nations mid-section. 

Fifth, it will facilitate the use of and take 

advantage of the Gulf of Mexico and South 
Atlantic Ports. This will enhance the value 
of a proposed offshc.>r~ _port facility in the 
southeast. 

Sixth, it will contribute to decentralizi_ng 
future popu1ation growth and industrial ex
pansion by providing the transportation link 
that has for so long been missing. 

Seventh, it will facilitate commerce be
tween three major metropolitan areas of ap
proximately one million population each 
(Kansas City, Memphis, and Birmingham) 
and the Southeastern states. This in turn 
will enhance commerce through the entire 
South and Mid-Continent. 

Eighth, it will provide a truly Multi-Mode 
Facility where modes can actually comple
ment and not compete. We have had Multi
Mode Corridors in the past, but each mode 
went its independent way; thus falling to 
achieve any material advantage. 

Ninth, it will be this Nation's demonstrated 
leadership and show place for an improved, 
modern and more efficient transportation 
system. 

Tenth, throughout this century Congress 
has boosted our Nation's economic status 
with huge investments in programs such as, · 
the Tennessee Valley Authority, Appalachia 
Commission, Tombigbee, Mississippi and 
other inland waterways as well as major _ 
southern international port facilities-and 
it is emphasized that the Multi-State Trans
portation System is just one more project 
that will enhance the overall economic re
turn o! these vast expenditures. . 

And Eleventh, it will result in a broader 
tax base establishing an increase in govern
mental income. 

REQUESTED ACTION 

Our Board recognizes your dilemma. You 
cannot indorse every project that comes · 
along and in fact, you probably have to weed 
out and eliminate a majority of all proposals. 
However, I submit this to you, gentlemen, as 
a challenge for you are the power that can 
redirect our National Transportation Policy · 
in new and constructive ways. 

We are seeking a joint Federal/State inte
grated multi-purpose Multi-Mode Commu- 
nication, Energy and Transportation System 
for the future. The first phase of this system 
would be a highway facility \vhich would 
support and enhance the future development 
of this Multi-Mode System. 

As a means to accomplish this, it is re
quested that the Multi..;Mode Transportation 
Concept be adopted as a need for the future 
transportation program. It is further re~ 
quested that the highway portion of the 
Brunswick to Kansas City Multi-Mode Trans~ 
portation System be approved and funded by 
the current Federal-Aid Highway Legislation. 

SENATE-Monday, September 29, 1975 
<Legislative day of Thursday, September 11, 1975) 

The Senate met at 11 a.m., on the ex
pil'ation of the recess, and was called 
to order by the Acting President pro 
temPore (Mr. METCALF). 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward 
L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

o God, our Father, since we know not 
what a day or a week or a -year may bring, 
keep us ever strong and ready for any 
test of character. If we must face some 
hard decision. take some perilous jour
ney, or respond to some call for sacri
fice, give us grace to serve Thee to the 
uttermost. Equip us with the gifts of 

compassion and kindness. Arm our wills 
with Thy strength, and fill our hearts 
with Thy love, so that we may be strong 
to obey Thee and loving so as to serve 
our fellow men as our Master has taught 
us. 

In His name we pray. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Journal of 
the proceedings of Friday, September 26, 
1975, be approved. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so 01·dered. 

WAIVER OF THE CALL OF THE 
CALENDAR 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I . 
ask unanimous consent that the call of 
the legislative calendar, under rule vm, 
be dispensed with. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. P1·esident, I ask 
unanimous consent that all committees 
may be authorized to meet dul'lng the 
session of the Senate today. 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

CONSIDERA':'ION OF CERTAIN 
MEASURES ON THE CALENDAR 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that all the measures 
listed on page 9 of the calendar be con
sidered at this time. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

QUARTERLY ADJUSTMENTS OF SUP
PORT PRICES FOR MILK 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
joint resolution (S.J. Res. 121) to provide 
for quarterly adjustments in the support 
price for milk, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry with an amendment. 

On page 1, line 10, strike "(beginning 
with the third quarter of the calendar 
year 1975); 

So as to make the joint resolution 
read: 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That section 201 of 
the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, is 
further amended by adding at the end there
of the following new subsection: 

"(d) Notwithstanding the foregoing provi
sions of tWs section, effective for the period 
beginning with the date of enactment of this 
subsection and ending on March Sl, 1979, the 
support price of milk shall be adjusted by 
the Secretary at the beginning of each 
quarter to reflect any estimated change dur
ing the immediately preceding quarter in the 
index of prices paid by farmers for produc
tion items, interest, taxes, and wage rates. 
Such support prices shall be announced by 
th.e Secretary not later than thirty days prior 
to the beginning of each quarter.". 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The joint resolution was ordered to be 

engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

HEUNG SOON KIM 

The bill (S. 605 ) for the relief of Heung 
Soon Kim, was considered, ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, in the 
administration of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act, Heung Soon Kim shall be clas
sified as a child within the meaning of sec
tion 101 (b} ( 1) (F} of such Act, upon ap
Jroval of a petition filed in her behalf by Mr. 
and :Mrs. James Lyos, citizens of the United 
States, pursuant to section 204 of such. Act, 
except that section 204 ( c) of such Act, re
lating to the number of petitions which may 
be approved on behalf of children, shall not 
apply. The natural brothers or sisters of 
Heung Soon Kim shall not, thereafter, by 
virtue of such relationship, be accorded any 
right, privilege, or status under the Immi
gration and Nationality Act. 

DR. TIMOTHY KAM-HT_TNG CHUNG 

The bill (S. 1488) for the relief of Dr. 
Timothy Kam-Hung Chung, "'as con
sidered, ordered to be engrossed for a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as foJl'l·.vs : 

Be it enacted by the Senate an.cl House o/ 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assenibled, That, for the 
purposes of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act, Dr. Timothy Kam-Hung Chung shall be 
held and considered to have been lawfully 
admitted to the United States for permanent 
residence as of the date of the enactment of 
this Act upon payment of the required visa 
fee. Upon the granting of permanent resi
dence to such alien as provided for in this 
Act, the Secretary of State shall instruct the 
proper officer to reduce by one nun1ber, dur
ing the current fiscal year or the fiscal year 
next :following, the total number of immi
grant visas and conditional entries which are 
made available to natives of the country of 
the alien's birth under paragraphs (1) 
through (8) of section 203 (a) of the Immi
gration and Nationality Act. 

DR. LAWRENCE CHIN BONG CHAN 

The bill <S. 1709) for the relief of 
Dr. Lawrence Chin Bong Chan, was 
considered, ordered to be engrossed for a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of Amer
ica in Congress assembled, That for the pur
poses of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act, Doctor Lawrence Chin Bong Chan shall 
be held and considered to have been law
fully admitted to the United States for per
manent residence as of the date of the en
actment of this Act upon payment of the re
quired visa fee. Upon the granting of per
manent residence to such alien as provided 
for in this Act, the Secretary of State shall 
instruct the proper officer to reduce by one 
number, during the current fiscal year or 
the fiscal year next following, the total num
ber of immigrant visas and conditional en
tries which are made available to natives of 
the country of the alien's birth under para
graphs (1) through (8) of section 203(a) of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act. 

DR. GUSTA VO SCIOVILLE 

The bill (S. 1940) for the relief of Dr. 
Gustavo Scioville, was considered, or
dered to be engrossed for a third read
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and Ho·use oj 
Representatives of the United States of Amer
ica in Congress assembled, That, for the pur
poses of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act, Doctor Gustavo Scioville shall be con
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence as of 
November 4, 1954, and the periods of time 
he has resided in the United States since that 
date shall be considered to meet the con
tinuous residence and physical presence re
quirements of section 316 of such Act. 

PLOTEMIA MABANAG BARENG AND 
BASTIANA LILIAN MABANAG 
BAR ENG 

The bill <H.R. 1757) for the relief of 
Plotemia Mabanag Bareng and Bastiana 

Lilian Mabanag Bareng, was considered, 
ordered to a third i·eading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

CMDR. EDWARD WHITE RAWLINS 

The resolution ' S . Res. 5) for the re
lief of Cmdr. Edward Whit.e Rawlins, 
was considered, and agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, 

reads as follows : 
Whereas S. 881 , Kinety-fi.rst Congress, for 

t he relief of Commander Edward White Raw
lins, United States Navy (retired), was re
ferred to the Chief Commissioner of the 
United States Court of Claims by S . Res. 96 
of the same Congress, approved b y the Sen
ate on September 3, 1969; and 

Whereas the Chief Commissioner, pur.rnant 
to said S. Res. 96, and following detailed, ad
versary proceedings, reported favorably to the 
Senate on February 24, 1972, "that Com
mander Edward White Rawlins, the plaintiff, 

· ·has an equitable-but not a legal--claim 
against the United States," and that "there 
is equitably due the plaintiff a retroactive 
promotion to the grade of captain on the 
active list of the Regular Navy as of July 1, 
1947, and a ret:roactive retirement in that 
grade as of" (a date yet finally to be deter
mined by currently pending litigation still 
before the Chief Com.missioner); and 

Whereas Con1mander Rawlins' advancing 
age-seventy-two years-clearly warrants 
some immediate remedial action without fur 
ther aggravating the injustice of delay: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, that as an interim measure in the 
name of partial equity and justice, and pend
ing a final determination by the Chief Com
missioner of the full and final remedies war
ranted in the case, it is tbe sense of the Sen
ate that by executive appointment of the 
President the said Commander Rawlins 
should be deemed t-0 have been advanced to 
the grade of captain on the active list of the 
Regular Navy for all purposes e1fect·ve from 
July 1, 1947; and be it further 

Resolved, That this action shall in no way 
prejudice full retroactive, compensatory de
terminations yet to be made by the Chief 
Commissioner. 

KRISTEN MARISOL KNEEBONE 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill <S. 832) for the relief of Krist.en 
Marisol Kneebone, which has been re
ported from the Committee on the Judi
ciary with amendments as follows : 

On page 1, line 6, strike "his" and in
sert "her"; 

On page 1, in line 11, after "apply" in
sert "and the provisions of section 245(c) 
of the Act shall be inapplicable in this 
case"; 

So as to make the bill read: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

oj Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congre8s a.ssembled, That, in the 
administration of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act, Kristen Marisol Kneebone shall 
be classified as a child, within the meaning 
of section 101(b) (1) (F) of that Act, upon 
approval of a petition filed on her behalf 
by Terrence Holmes Kneebone a.nd Judy Lee 
Kneebone, citizens of the United Sta.tes, pur
suant to section 204 of that Act, except that 
section 204(c) of that Act, relating to the 
number of petitions which may be approved 
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on behalf of children, shall not apply and 
the provisions of section 245 ( c) of the Act 
shall be inapplicable in this case. The broth
ers and sisters of the said Kristen Marisol 
Kneebone shall not, by virtue of that rela
tionship, be accorded any right, privilege. or 
status under the Immigration and National
ity Ac~. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

for a third reading, read the third time, 
and pa~ ed. 

SU Y~'\NG KIM Al'lD SUN MI KL."VI 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill CS. 1653) for the relief of Sun Yang 
Kim and Sun Mi Kim, which had been re
ported from the Committee on the Judi
ciaTy with an amendment to strike out all 
after the enacting clause and insert: 

That section 204(c) of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act limiting the number of 
petitions which may be approved for children 
shall be inapplicable to a petition filed by 
I\Ir. and Mrs. Sanders D. Newman, United 
States citizens. to classify Sun Yang Kim 
and Sun Mi Kim as children within the 
meaning of section lOl(b) (1) (F) of that Act. 
The natural brothers and sisters of the bene
ficiaries shall not, by virtue of such i·elation
shlp, be accorded any right. privilege, or 
statu' under the Immigration a n d Nation
ality Act. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for 

a third reading. read the third time, and 
passed. 

MARIA LISA R. MANALO AND 
ROGENA R. MANALO 

The bill (S. 1787) for the i·elief of 
Maria Lisa R. Manola and Rogena R. 
Manola, was considered, ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
A merica in Congress assembled, That, for the 
purposes of sections 203(a) (2) and 204 of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act, Maria 
LiSa R. Manalo and Rogena. R. Manalo shall 
be held and considered to be the natural
born alien children of Mr. and Mrs. Olmpio 
Javidando, lawful resident aliens of the 
United States: Provided, That the natural 
parents or brothers or sisters of the bene
ficiaries shall not, by virtue of such relation
ship, be accorded any right, privilege, or 
status under the Immigration and National
ity Act. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
"A bill for the relief of Maria Lisa R. 
Manalo and Rogena R. Manalo." 

ERADICATION OF BRUCELLOSIS 

The resolution <S. Res. 216) requesting 
the Secretary of Agriculture to submit a 
plan for the eradication of brucellosis 
was considered and agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, 

reads as follows: 
Whereas approximately $12,000,000 a year 

in losses a.re suffered by farmers and ranchers 

in the United States as the result of the 
animal disease brucellosiS; 

·whereas approximately $53,500,000 will be 
expended on the brucellosis control program 
in fiscal year 1975, $28,500,000 of which will 
be Federal funds; 

Whereas in the United States such disease 
most commonly infects cattle and in fiscal 
,-ear 1975 resulted in more than 1.7 million 
head of cattle being quan.ntined; 

1,Vhereas most experts agree that an inten
si\·e five-year program would completely 
eradicate the disease and result in substan
t ial savings in the future: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved., That the Secretary of .Agriculture 
is requested to formulate and submit to the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry of 
the Senate, within ninety days after the dat e 
on which this resolution is agreed to, a plan 
fo.· the complete eradi<:ation of the animal 
disea;:;e brucellosis over a five-year period, a 
feasibility study of such plan, and the esti
mated cost of implementing such plan. 

SEc. 2. The Secretary of the Senate shall 
t ransmit a copy of this resolution to the 
Secretary of Agricul tm·e. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Does the Senator from Pennsyl
vania desire recognition? 

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, I 
yield back my time. 

THE ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under the previous order, the Sen
ator from South Dakota <Mr. McGov
ERN) is recognized for not to exceed 15 
minutes. 

THE CASE FOR AID TO PORTUGAL
SUBMISSION OF AN AMENDMENT 
TO THE FOREIGN ASSISTANCE 
ACT-H.R. 9005 

AMENDMENT NO. 939 

(Order to be printed and referred to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations.) 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, last 
week I completed a trip to Portugal, dur
ing which I talked with President Costa 
Gomes, Foreign Minister Antunes, to nu
merous other government officials, and 
leaders of the major political groups. I 
spent time both in Lisbon and in the 
rural countryside. I intend to submit a 
thorough report of the trip and my con
clusions to the Foreign Relations 
Committee. 

Today, I will i·ecommend legislative 
priorities which, in my view, cannot be 
delayed for the writing of a detailed re
port or for any further review in the 
executive branch. 

The situation in Portugal is both less 
serious and more w·gent than many 
observers have supposed from a distance. 
It is less serious in the sense that the 
country is not in chaos; there is no reign 
of terror, no wave of killing or revenge. 
Contra1·y to certain widespread impres
sions, largely based on press reports or 
alarmist preconceptions, Portugal's revo
lution is remarkably bloodless. Since 
April 25, 1974, the day the dictatorship 
was overthrown, less than 20 people have 
lost their lives due to violence on any skie 
of a many-sided political contest. Mario 

Soares, the Socialist Party leader \vho is 
perhaps the most widely recognized man 
in Portugal, freely walks the streets of 
Lisbon, moving \\'ithout fear among both 
supporters and opponents of his policies. 
Indeed the Portuguese themselves are 
shocked by the contrast between this 
civility and comparative order and the 
insecurity of the American President. 

At the same time the nonviolent nature 
of the Portuguese revolution is no reason 
for complacency. There are pressing dan
gers beneath the surface calm. 

The first is the fragile condition of 
the current government, which may rep
resent Portug·ars best hope for some time 
of achieving social justice within peace
ful bounds and by democratic means. 
This government will surely experience 
change in the coming months; it may 
be succeeded by another, similar cab
inet; but if it collapses because its poli
cies and the underlying concept o} a 
broad political coalition are discredited, 
then the boodless revolution of Portugal 
could disintegrate into bloody civil war. 

The sixth provisional government, in 
the minds of most Portuguese and most 
of the best observers on the scene, will 
test whether different views can be com
promised sufficiently, whether opposing 
factions can be conciliated sensibly, so 
that the ideals of the revolution can be 
advanced at a practical level. The cab
inet includes the major political groups 
in approximate proportion to their shares 
of the April 1975, vote for the Constitu
ent Assembly, an assembly which is now 
drafting a new constitution for Portugal. 
The alternatives to this kind of govern
ment are a political intrigue which may 
give power to a party with little popular 
support, or a se1ies of violent demonstra
tions and clashes, or a Fascist or Com
munist dictatorship. There are forces, 
unfortunately which would welcome each 
of these outcomes, and are working con
stantly toward that end. 

The government's problems are com
plicated by a general economic crisis. 
Wa3es have risen rapidly while produc
tivity has fallen. Portugal's balance-of
payments deficit is likely to exceed a bil
lion dollars in 1975-a rate which can
not be sustained for more than 2 years, 
even if Portugal exhausts all its gold re
serves. This present balance of payments 
equals nearly 10 percent of the entire 
Portuguese gross national product. Gov
ernment officials foresee hard economic 
decisions in the immediate future: The 
regulation and rights of private enter
prise and foreign investment must be 
defined and enforced. The right to strike 
must be guaranteed, while, at the same 
time, an orderly process for settling labor 
disputes must be established so that 
workers can produce as well as protest. 

The present crisis will be worsened by 
the return of as many as 400,000 Portu
guese i·efugees from Angola and Mozam
bique. A quarter of them have come 
home already, but their problems are 
only a shadow of the problems which 
the rest of the i·efugees will bl'ing. Fu
ture refugees will not only be greater in 
number, but in different circumstances. 
Most of the refugees to date have fam-
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ilies or friends in Portugal who can 
house them, even if in overcrowded con
ditions, and provide some food, even if it 
is barely enough. Most of the remain
ing refugees, who are the vast majority, 
have no such ties. They are returning 
to an economy of massive um~mployment 
without any realistic prospect of find
ing jobs. There is no place to house all 
of them. There is not adequate food. 
Tnere are not even enough blankets or 
warm clothes to see them through the 
winter. Even their repatriation may de
pend upon a substantial increase of the 
American commitment of planes to the 
Angolan airlift. 

Economic issues will be a fundamental 
test of the Portuguese Government's au
thority. Facing them will require the 
decisive exercise of authority. Neglect
ing them, or failing in the effort, will 
shatter the authority of this government 
and perhaps of the democratic alterna
tive itself. 

I am convinced that this would not 
only be a tragedy for Portugal, but a set
back for the interests and ideals of the 
United States. 

America should welcome the Portu
guese revolution as the brave effort of 
another people to secure for themselves 
the same liberty and equality to which 
our fore bears pledged their lives, their 
fortunes, and their sacred honors. For 
Portugal the pledge of April 25, 1974, is 
as precious as the Declaration of July 4, 
1776, was for America. Now we Ameri
cans must admit a blunt and shameful 
truth: For many years our Government 
supported a Portuguese dictatorship 
which defiled every principle our Nation 
professes. Now in decency the least we 
can do is to assist openly a free Portugal 
in ways which the Portuguese people 
themselves freely and openly request 
through their own democratic institu
tions. A democratic Portugal will not be 
any other nation's tool; a free people 
are more difficult to deal with than the 
single slaveholder of an entire country. 
But we have no right, indeed it is evil, 
to think that liberty only matters for 
Americans, and that it does not matter 
if in the name of stability or corporate 
profit we connive or consent to steal 
away the liberty of others who differ 
from us, not in the nature of their hu
manity, but only in the name of their 
nation. 

More than this, a free Portugal will be 
a better friend and ally for a longer time 
than any client regime in Lisbon. As 
we recently learned anew in South Viet
nam, client dictatorships tend finally to 
pass away, as the costs of sustaining 
them become unbearable. Then the pen
dulum swings as far in the other direc
tion; and at that opposite extreme there 
is hostility and even hatred for the United 
States. So far we have avoided that fate 
in Portugal, but we dare not tempt it any 
further than we already have by our 
complicity in the last dictatorship. 
Rather the Portuguese revolution offers 
a chance for a more secure alliance and a 
more worthy friendship between our Na
tion, because now our association can be 
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based on mutual values as well as mutual 
security. 

Anyone who reads the history of re
cent decades knows that in Portugal the 
Soviet Union would prefer right wing 
repression to democratic reform. For re
pression is a breeding ground of Soviet
dominated communism; democratic re
form is an antidote against it. 

These realities are the basis of the rec
ommendations I will make today. They 
are in the form of amendments to H.R. 
9005, the Foreign Assistance Act of 1975, 
which is presently before the Foreign Re
lations Committee. At first I had intended 
only to propose things which the United 
States should do. Regrettably, after 
yesterday's charges o! CIA covert actions 
in Portugal, a first and essential priority 
is to oppose certain things which the 
United States should not do. 

One, the Foreign Assistance Act should 
be amended to prohibit flatly any covert 
expenditures by any agency of the U.S. 
Government to influence events in 
Portugal. 

Covert American interference in Por
tuguese affairs can o~ly be disastrously 
counterproductive. It is equivalent to 
aiding anti-American forces. They have 
already exploited rumors of CIA activ
ity in Portugal to cripple the credibility 
of American representatives there and of 
Portuguese leaders who argue that it is 
in their country's best interest to main
tain membership in NATO and friend
ship with the United States. Now reports 
in the New York Times and the ·wash
ington Post of secret CIA payments to 
specific parties and personalities in Por
tugal will Poison the politics of that 
country. The story already will have 
moved through Lisbon like wildfire. 

Mr. President, since these remarks 
were prepared for delivery, two relevant 
articles have appeared in the Washing
ton Post. The first, appearing Septem
ber 27, was by the editorial staff on the 
Post. The editorial page writer con
cludes that there is justification for, and 
practical value in, CIA operations in 
Portugal. This reasoning can be coun
tered on several grounds-principally, 
that it is based upan the premise that 
CIA activities have had some positive 
role in recent encouraging events in 
Portugal. But that is virtually impossi
ble, even on the Post editor's own as
sumptions. Certainly the Post editor 
cannot be saying that CIA funds had 
anything to do with the electoral 
strength of the Portuguese moderates 
last April, because CIA operations are 
not even assumed to have begun until 
after that. And as for the recent emer
gence of a balanced government after 
many months of vacillation and internal 
power struggle within the military, as 
well as between the military and the 
parties, I know of no knowledgeable ob
server who would credit to CIA funding 
the fact that the military and civilian 
moderates eventually prevo.Ued and suc
ceeded in shaping a balanced provisional 
government. 

For a much more informed appraisal 
of the Portuguese scene, and the effect 

of CIA and other superpower interfer
ence, I refer my colleagues-and also 
the editors of the Post-to a second arti
cle, a story in today's Post by the able 
reporter, Bernard Nossiter, who is in 
Portugal and who recently visited the 
ancient Portuguese cathedral town of 
Braga. Mr. Nossiter writes: 

There are still genuine dangers from the 
totalitarians o! the right or the left, but 
these can be exaggerated. 

The Portuguese are proud (their Spanish 
neighbors say "vain") and resent any manip
ulation from the outside. If, as reported, the 
CIA is funneling money to the Portuguese 
Socialists through European unions and 
Social Democrats, the project is probably a 
political mistake. The story has been widely 
publicized here and probably will do deep 
damage to the Portuguese Socia.lists and 
Marlo Soares, their leader. 

Moscow money enables the Communists to 
pay $25 a night to plaster Braga's walls with 
slogans and :flyers. It also insures that the 
Braga vote for the Communist Party is a 
derisory 4 per cent. 

Mr. President, these paragraphs from 
Portugal tell much of the story. I had 
hoped that we had learned this lesson; 
for if it showed nothing else, the trag
edy of Vietnam showed the folly-and 
indeed, the perverse effect-of attempt
ing to shape with American money the 
powerful social and political forces at 
work in a small foreign country. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that there be printed in the REC
ORD at the end of my remarks both of 
the articles to which I have referred. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. McGOVERN. I would hope very 

much that the editors of that distin
guished newspaper, who are right on 
many of the editorials and articles they 
carry, would reconsider the editorial 
and look very carefully at the warning 
of their own distinguished reparter in 
Lisbon. He points up what should be O'b
vious to us; that the one way to destroy 
the credibility of a politician in Portu
gal today is to wrap the yoke of the 
CIA around his neck. 

The specter of another Chile--where 
the terrible role of American power is 
an admitted fact-will alienate many 
who otherwise would choose for them
selves the course which covert Ameri
can money cannot buy or bribe for them. 
Last week, Mr. Soares denied that he re
ceived any such funding. He apparently 
understands an inescapable fact of Por
tuguese politics in 1975: Whoever be
comes our man in Lisbon by virtue of 
CIA payoffs will also be the Typhoid 
Mary of Portugal. 

The President has said that he regrets 
that the CIA cannot do more in the Por
tuguese situation. What more would he 
want the Agency to do-fail at another 
Bay of Pigs, or succeed in creating an
other Pinochet? 

Whatever has been done cannot be 
undone, but the damage can be limited 
by an unqualified legally binding pro
hibition against American covert ex
penditures to influence political events 
in Portugal. I am not talking about the 
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legitimate gathering of intelligence in
formation; I am talking about the use 
of American money to try to influence 
Portuguese political decisions that 
ought to be made by the Portuguese 
themselves. 

The Congress can, and in the national 
interest we must, remove any possibil
ity of secret intervention in that coun
try. Every dime the CIA spends for that 
purpose in Portugal might as well be 
mailed directly to Mr. Cunha! and his 
Communist Party. 

There is not even a shadow of ra
tionalization for the payments as pay
offs. Certainly bribes are not needed to 
gain information. There is more inf orma
tion about political attitudes and devel
opments available in Lisbon for free, or 
for the price of 10 newspapers a day, or 
for the time of 10 conversations than 
ever would be required for an accurate 
assessment of the situation. American 
personnel can perform an appropriate 
intelligence function without subsidizing 
any political party or leader. 

Even if it is accepted that subsidies are 
justified, American contributions are 
not. One source is quoted in the New 
York Times as admitting that the West 
Europeans were giving plenty and would 
have given more, but "it's just that 
we can't keep our hands out of anything." 
The danger is that in one way or an
other American hands will be bloodied 
now, either by a self-inflicted wounding 
of our true interests in Portugal or by 
shaping a new version of the old regime. 

Finally, CIA covert interference 
should be prohibited simply because it is 
wrong. Portugal is a country; the Portu
guese are people; they, too, have a right 
to determine their own destiny. How 
would we like it if the Soviet Unio"l. or 
any other foreign power was the major 
contributor to the Republicans or the 
Democrats? In fact, one of the lies the 
Nixon administration tried to tell to 
justify Watergate was that the Cuban 
Government was contributing to the 
Democratic Party. Apparently the 
Watergate conspirators thought that 
this would so enrage the American peo
ple, if they could be made to believe it, 
that it would excuse the Nixon crimes. 
Why should we expect the Portuguese to 
accept a similar interference in their 
politics? They have the same right as 
Americans to run their own counrty. 

I know the excuse: The Russians are 
doing it. That excuse has brought 
America to the dark moments of the last 
decade. 

Mr. President, the Russians bribe and 
subvert foreign governments-therefore, 
so did we. The Russians sent their divi
sions into Czechoslovakia-and we sent 
ours to Vietnam. The Russians assassi
nate foreign leaders-and so we tried it 
too. And in Watergate and the White 
House horrors, the American Govern
ment started to treat American citizens 
the way the Soviet Government treats its 
subjects. Phones were tapped; civil liber
ties were trampled; spies were planted; 
mail was opened. 

At one time or another everyone in this 

Chamber has denounced these deeds. We 
have expressed outrage about official 
assassinaition plot.s and CIA malpractices 
around the world. Now we must match 
those words with votes. We must prove 
that we truly mean to tame the abuse of 
power. There is no better place to begin 
than in Portugal, where covert interven
tion is not only wrong, but will work the 
opposite of its purpose. 

The most astounding aspect of any 
policy of CIA covert payments in Portu
gal would be its sheer stupidity. Is the 
administration so thoughtless as to think 
that no one would find out? Does anyone 
think it would be helpful to Portuguese 
leaders to be tarred with a CIA brush? 
The investigative reporting of the Times 
and the Post once again vindicates the 
importance of a free press and provides 
an oppoirtunity to prevent a disastrous 
policy by a visible and binding congres
sional decision. We must not rely on offi
cial denials, for the executive branch may 
be satisfied with "plausible deniability"
a polite Zieglerian kind of phrase for get
ting away with a lie. We must legislate a 
true noninterference. If we refuse to do 
so, the revelation of CIA covert activity 
in Portugal at a later time, in different 
and even more delicate ci.rcumstances, 
could inflict irreparable damage. Its reve
lation at some time would be inevitable. 
America is not a closed society-a lesson 
which after Watergate should have been 
obvious even to the most obtuse official. 

Let me just say, Mr. President, having 
said this about clandestine, secretive, 
covert CIA efforts to buy or bribe elec
tions, this is not to say that America 
cannot play a useful role in helping sta
bilize this new government. 

I am submitting today an amendment 
to the Foreign Assistance Act that would 
provide moderate economic and technical 
assistance, assistance to the refugees, as
sistance on the housing front, assistance 
in food, designed to help this country 
that has played such an important part 
in the life of the Western World. 

I send the amendment to the desk. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

port. The amendment will be received 
and appropriately referred. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, the 
foreign Assistance Act of 1975 should be 
amended to authorize $55 million in 
economic assistance to Portugal-$35 
mimon for programs to assist the ref
ugees and $20 million for development 
projects. These funds would be added to 
the $20 million which the Foreign As
sistance Subcommittee has already for 
the Angolan airlift. 

More aid to Portugal makes sense in 
every conceivable respect. It makes sense 
in human terms: the fact is that the 
Angolan refugees lack even the basic 
necessities of life. The expenditure makes 
sense in economic terms: the fact is 
that Portugal desperately requires de
velopment projects not merely for their 
own sake, but to create jobs. The expend
iture makes sense in terms of American 
national interest: the hard fact is that 
the future of the democratic alternative 
in Portugal, which we claim to favor, will 
be largely decided by economic factors, 

which our assistance can affect favor· 
ably. Even the mere act of providing it, 
before it is spent, can be a clear signal 
of our good will toward Portugal and its 
revolution. The wise leadership of Sen
ator KENNEDY in securing American aid 
to Portugal last year made a fundamen
tal difference in preserving Portuguese 
democracy, at a time when other officials 
seemed prepared to "give up on Portugal" 
and to use the "loss of Portugal" as proof 
of the necessity for a hardline policy 
against the European left. This year the 
case for aid can be based on experience 
as well as argument. 

The specific sums in this amendment 
reflect my discussions with Portuguese 
and American officials. They are modest 
enough to be manageable for the Portu· 
guese, substantial enough to provide real 
economic benefits for Portugal. 

Three, the Foreign Assistance Act 
should be amended to express the sense 
of the Congress that appropriate Public 
Law 480 assistance should be allocated 
to Portugal in 1975. 

Portugal is a food-importing nation. 
The price of food is rising at a rapid 
rate. Food imports are the single most 
serious drain on Portugal's foreign re
serves. Further food inflation and future 
food shortages are threatened by the in
flux of refugees from Angola. 

In this situation American food assist· 
ance would not only help to feed people, 
but to stabilize the economy by adding 
to food supplies and thereby countering 
inflationary pressures. Portuguese of
ficials list such assistance as a priority 
which is exceeded in importance only by 
the provision of housing for the refugees 
and winter clothing. And here Food for 
Peace truly would serve the purpose of 
keeping the peace. The Angolan refugees 
represent a particularly serious, poten
tially explosive problem. Without suf
ficient food, embittered by the losses 
they have already endured, they could 
be exploited to upset the fragile stability 
of the new government. 

Four, the Foreign Assistance Act should 
be amended to express the sense of the 
Congress that development aid for Por
tugal should be provided to the maximum 
possible extent under multilateral aus
pices and administration, and to require 
the executive branch to report to the 
Congress by January 1, 1976, what steps 
have been taken and what progress has 
been made toward the establishment of 
a multilateral aid mechanism. 

Some assistance, for example emer
gency refugee relief, must be bilateral be· 
cause it must be immediate. Even the ex
pedited negotiation of a multilateral ap
proach probably would be too slow. But 
with respect to financial and technical 
assistance which may be authorized now, 
but will not be sent or spent in the next 
several months, the United States should 
coordinate its program with European 
efforts. An Atlantic Aid Consortium for 
Portugal would demonstrate that the 
purpose of aid is not domination, but 
development-not manipulation by one 
country, but the friendship of many. This 
consortium would facilitate Portuguese 
development not only by the amount of 
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its assistance, but by its method of oper
ation. A concerted source of aid would 
mean more efficient planning and the 
most productive use of available re
rnurces. 

Such a consortium would not involve 
extended processing of each project. 
Rather it would function as a clearing
house to prevent project redundancy and 
provide compatability, and to make rec
ommendations to both donor countries 
and Portuguese authorities. It would not 
be another bureaucracy, but a small, se
lect, international team of experts to di
rect and coordinate existing national 
bureaucracies. Its aid patterns should re
flect Portugal's preference for labor in
tensive development-which was stressed 
repeatedly in my meetings there. 

Multilateral aid is the best way to meet 
Portugal's critical economic needs with
out raising the threat or perception of 
interference with Portuguese self-deter
mination. It is the best way to assure that 
aid will not be or seem to be misused to 
enforce subservience to any other na
tion, or abused to serve the interests of 
multinational corporations. It is the best 
way to help Portugal realize its hope, 
which we should share, for economic 
justice in a democratic system. 

Some may argue that a multilateral 
mechanism is difficult to achieve in a 
reasonable time. But there are at least 
fair grounds for believing that within 
a few weeks after the Brussels summit 
meeting last May, the executive branch 
negotiated with relative ease a form of 
multilateral covert activity. The same 
resources of diplomacy should be ca
pable now of negotiating multilateral 
overt aid, which does not have to be 
kept secret because the Portuguese Gov
ernment has requested it and the Por
tuguese people want it. We can be proud 
of our part in that kind of aid-and we 
can prove our good intentions by pro
viding it on a multilateral basis. Con
gress should urge the administration to 
do so and set a dead:ine for the admin
istration to report back to the Congress. 

No amount of foreign assistance can 
help a nation which doe.; not help itself. 
Happily Portugal now seems intent on 
self-help and self-determination at the 
same time. Portuguese leaders, in my 
conversations with them, emphasized 
that revolutionary principles must be 
pursued at a pragmatic level. They 1·ec
ognize that decent wa.ges require high 
productivity and that social progress 
must be :financed by economic growth. As 
their new government undertakes the 
hard work of economic reform, Portu
gal's friends must be generous and un
derstanding. 

The United States can be that kind 
of friend by providing the kind of aid I 
have described and by prohibiting the 
kind of covert involvement which the 
Times and the Post have reported. In ad
dition, the Congress must examine care
fully the conduct of international mone
tary institutions to prevent their misuses 
for economic destabilization in Portugal. 
World Bank or International Monetary 
Fund requirements fn the Portuguese 
situation must be reasonable. We must 

not promote or permit the Chlleanlzation 
of Portugal 

Rather we must treat as free Ameri
cans with a Portugal which is free at 
last. 

We should rejoice for the Portuguese 
revolution just a-s we revere our own. We 
should admire Portugal's decision to 
withdraw from the colonies just as we 
were relieved by our decision here in the 
Congress to end American involvement 
in Vietnam. We should respect the Portu
guese for the April 1975 elections, which 
were a model of civic responsibility and 
democratic participation. We should 
share their happiness that the new pro
visional government reflects the results 
of that election. 

Above all else, we should look back to 
history so that with the Portuguese we 
may look forward in hope. 

To those who complain that the Portu
guese revolution has brought some tur
moil and instability, we should reply that 
it was not until 6 years after American 
independence was won that our forebears 
wrote and ratified the permanent form 
of our constitutional government. 

To those in Portugal, or in our own 
country, who insist that American aid 
must or should be a means of domina
tion, we should reply that it is possible 
to give the Portuguese a tiller, but no one 
can tell that nation of navigators where 
to sail. 

And to any who cynically ask why 
should America care, we should reply 
that Portugal's voyages of discovery 
opened a way to the New World which 
we Americans inhabit; that in part we 
trace our origins to that distant shore; 
and that now we are ready to do our 
part to help the Portuguese as they con
tinue a world revolution which their ex
plorers helped to begin more than five 
centuries ago. 

We should remember, as John Ken
nedy said, that the "revolutionary beliefs 
for which our forebears fought are still 
at issue around the globe." And in Portu
gal we should be on the right side of that 
issue. We should say and mean that it is 
for the Portuguese to decide their own 
destiny. We should be their allies in that 
enterprise, so that they will be both free 
and our friends. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that this proposed amendment to 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1975 and 
the New York Times and Washington 
Post reports of CIA interference in Por
tugal be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the amend
ment and material were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

.AMENDMENT No. 939 
At the end of the bill, add the following 

new section: 
ASSISTANCE TO PORTUGAL 

SEC. 317. (a) There are authorized to be 
appropriated to the President for the fiscal 
year 1976, 1n addition to funds otherwise 
available for such purposes, not to exceed-

( 1) $35,000,000 to make grants; and 
(2) $20,000,000 to make loans; 

to remain available until expended, for use 
by the President in providing economic as-

sistance, on such terms and conditions as 
he may determine, for Portugal. 

(b) It is the sense of the Congress that, 
1n addition to assistance authorized by sub
section (a) of this section, the United 
States should make appropriate allocations to 
Portugal under the fiscal year 1976 Food 
for Peace program in order to assist the Gov
ernment of Portugal in meeting the severe 
economic problems posed by the arrival of 
hundreds of thousands of refugees from 
Angola. 

(c) It is the sense of the Congress that 
the United States, working in cooperation 
with the European Community and other 
na.tions and institutions, should seek the 
establishment of such formal or informal 
multilateral procedures as may be necessary 
for the coordination of an effective interna
tional program o! development assistance 
for Portugal. 

(d) Not later than January 1, 1976, the 
President shall transmit to the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives and the Chair
man of the Senate Committee on Foreign 
Relations a report on actions taken pursuant 
to subsection ( c) of this section. 

(e) No funds appropriated under the au
thority of this or any other Act ma.y be ex
pended for any covert activity or operation 
intended to influence events in Portugal. 
This subsection shall not be interpreted to 
prohibit activities intended solely for ob
taining necessary intelligence. 

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 26, 19751 
U.S. SILENCE BOLSTERS REPORT OF AID TO 

PORTUGAL AND ANGOLA 

(By Murrey Marder) 
The Ford administration gave unintended 

credence yesterday to reports that the United 
States is supplying millions of dollars to anti
communist forces in Portugal and Angola to 
offset larger C<>mmunist aid, by refusing to 
confirm or deny the accounts. 

"It's one of these 'damned if you do, 
damned if you don't' situations,'' said one 
official, describing the administration's di
lemma. 

Central Intelllgence Agency funds con
veyed to Portugal's Socialists through West
ern European political parties and other 
groups ranged from about $2 million to 
nearly $10 million a month since June, the 
Associated Press reported, citing a State De
partment official source. Last night one high 
official scoffed at that range of figures, but 
gave no others. 

Portugal's Socialist Party leader, Mario 
Soares, made an official disclaimer. "We have 
never received. aid of that sort, even less so 
from the United States," he said, attributing 
the report to "Journalistic speculation." 

The aid to Portugal's anti-Communists 
reaches them circuitously, nevertheless. 

It has been known across Europe for 
months that Western European Socialist and 
Christian Democratic parties have been send
ing millions of dollars into Portugal. The 
purpose was to counter reportedly huge 
amounts of aid to Portugal's C<>mmunist 
Party from the Soviet Union and Eastern 
European countries. 

Outside nations similarly have been chan
neling money, plus weapons, to the com
peting pro-Communist and anti-Communist 
liberation forces in Portugal's huge African 
colony of Angola, due to become independent 
on Nov. 11. The Soviet Union and China have 
been known to be involved in this activity, 
supporting opposing groups. 

Until yesterday, the Ford administration's 
position was that it was staying out of any 
entanglement in either country. 

The United States and the Soviet Union 
have cross-warned. each other against inter· 
ventlon 1n Portugal. 

President Ford publicly, and Secretary ot 
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State Henry A. Kissinger privately, have por
trayed the United States a.s being bloc~ed 
from using the CIA to help anti-Communist 
parties in Portugal, because of the furor over 
CIA operations elsewhere. Mr. Ford has de~ 
scribed this as a. "very tragic" limitation on 
covert operations. 

The Ford administration yesterday, how
ever, shifted to a. "no comment" position in 
response to a barrage of q,uestions initially 
touched off by a report in The New York 
Times that the United St ates was partici
pating in the competing flow of aid. 

Kissinger acknowledged in a press confer
ence on Sept. 9 that the prospects of the 
anti-Communist forces in Portugal had sud
denly improved. 

The United States, Kissinger said, "sup
ports the emergence of a pluralistic system 
ther~ reflecting the public's view" and he 
said, "we are working in the closest harmony 
on this problem with our European allies." 

Last week a new overwhelmingly anti-Com
munist Portuguese coalition cabinet was 
sworn into office, with major roles for the 
Socialist and Popular Democratic parties. 

White House press secretary Ron Nessen, 
State Department spokesman Robert L. Fun
seth and a CIA spokesman yesterday declined 
to confirm or deny that American money has 
been channeled to Portugal or Angola. 

Administration officials conceded that by 
not denying the reports they lent credence 
to the accounts. What particula rly troubled 
many U.S. officials was that their silence 
tended to equate the covert American aid 
sent to Portugal and Angola with the 
amounts of Soviet aid. 

U.S. sources said that equation is unwar
ranted, because, they cont ended, the amount 
of Soviet support is much higher. These 
American sources said they were barred from 
being specific about U.S. support. 

Sen. Lloyd M. Bentsen (D-Tex.) said in 
July that on the basis of information from 
the State Department and the CIA, Soviet 
aid to Portugal's Communists reportedly 
ranged from $2 million to $10 million a 
month. Kissinger said at that time that the 
information he had "makes $10 million seem 
high." 

In Angola, there are three contending lib
eration movements, one backed by the So
viet Union, with at least one of the two op
posing groups backed by China and now the 
United States as well. 

Sen. Dick Clark (D-Iowa), chairman of 
the Senate Foreign Relations subcommittee 
on Africa, who visited Angola la.st month 
and talked with leaders of all three forces, 
yesterday said: 

"It's a very bad idea for us to become in
volved in any way." Clark said that pub
licly and privately, "I've ta.ken a very strong 
position with high officials of the State De
partment" cautioning that "outside inter
vention by the superpowers obviously is only 
going to escalate the conflict." 

[From the New York Times, Sept. 25, 1975] 
UNITED STATES, SOVIET, CHINA REPORTED 

AIDING PORTUGAL, ANGOLA 
(By Leslie H. Gelb) 

WASHINGTON, Sept. 24-Millions of dollars 
a.re being poured covertly into Portugal and 
Angola. by Ea.st and West, according to four 
official sources in Washington. The funneling 
of the funds is part of the continuing strug
gle for control of the Mediterranean and for 
influence and raw materials in Central Africa. 

United States money for the Portuguese 
Socialist party and other parties is being 
funneled by the Central Intell1gence Agency 
through West European Socialist parties and 
labor unions, the sources said. The C.I.A. 
involvement, the sources said, amounted to 
several million dollars a month over the 
last several months. 

It is also reliably reported that the Soviet 
Union and its East European allies have 
poured $50-million to $100-million into 
Portugal since April, 1974, and hundreds of 
tons of military equipment into Angola 
since March alone. 

CHINESE IN ZAIRE 
The sources also said that about 200 

Chinese military advisers were operating 
from bases in Zaire to help at least one of 
the two liberation fronts being supported 
by Washington. 

Until the spring, most of the Western aid 
to anti-Communist forces in Portugal was 
being given secretly by the West German 
Social Democra tic party and the Belgian So
cialist party withou t any American involve
ment. 

The sou rces said that t he funds earmarked 
for two anti-Soviet liberation fronts in 
Angola had been dispersed mainly through 
President Mobutu Sese Seka of Zaire. In 
order to maintain good relations with Mr. 
Mobutu, the Sta te Department has been 
seeking to arrange a refinancing of hundreds 
of millions of dollars in Zaire's short-term 
debts and to increase American aid to Zaire 
to about $60-million t his year, from about 
$20-mlllion. 

In Angola and Portugal, the sources esti
mated, Soviet aid is far more thc.n American 
aid and, at least in the case of Angola, has 
included several direct shipments of arms. 

It is reliably said that the Soviet Union 
and, to a lesser extent, East Germany and 
others have transferred t he bulk of the funds 
going to the Portuguese Communist party 
through a bank in Lisbon and a bank in 
Zurich. 

SOVIET AID OUTLINED 
The following details were reliably supplied 

on Soviet aid to its supporters in Angola: 
In March, several Soviet planes landed in the 
Congo Republic, Zaire's neighbor, with arms 
and equipment that were then shipped to 
Angola; In April, about 100 tons of arms were 
delivered in southern Angola by chartered 
aircraft; in April, two Yugoslav vessels un
loaded arms in Luanda, the capital of Angola; 
in May and June, four Soviet merchant ships 
unloaded vehicles, machine guns, ba.zookas, 
rifles and ammunition, off Angola, and two 
East German and one Algerian vessel de-
11 vered similar materials. 

The Soviet-backed Popular Movement for 
the Liberation of Angola reported is close to 
controlling Angola, which is scheduled to be
come independent Nov. 11. In Portugal, the 
anti-Communist situation stabilized some
what last week with the installation of a 
Government including members of the So
cialist party. 

The Washington sources said that C.I.A. 
operations in both countries have been ap
proved by President Ford and are being car
ried out, as prescribed by law, with the 
knowledge of several Congressional commit
tees. 

Both sides, first Moscow then Washington, 
were filling the coffers of their supporters in 
Portugal at the very time when President 
Ford and the Soviet party leader, Leonid I. 
Brezhnev, were signing a pledge in Helsinki, 
Finland, not to interfere in the int ernal af
fairs of other European nations. 

KISSINGER VOICES ALARM 
Secretary of State Kissinger, speaking to 

representatives of African countries last night 
and answering Soviet charges of Western 
involvement in Portugal, said: "We are most 
alarmed at the interference of extra.contin
ental powers who do not wish Africa well, and 
whose involvement is inconsistent with the 
promise of true independence." 

The C.I.A. cash-funneling operations to 
Portugal were said to have revived dormant 
but traditional connect ions between the 

agency and anti-Communist West European 
socialist and labor movements. And the op
eration of Angola, the sources said, led to the 
reactivation of Holden Roberto, head of the 
National Front for the Liberation of Angola, 
the man chosen in 1962 by President John F. 
Kennedy and the C.I.A. to forge a link be
tween t he United States and the indigenous 
groups who were expected to drive Port ugal 
from Angola one day. 

Two of the forces st r essed t h at all odds 
now favored victory by t he Soviet-backed 
Popular Movement in Angola, unless the 
United States and China rushe~ huge trans
fusions of aid, which is considered highly 
u nlikely . 

As de.scr ibe!l by t hese sources, the main 
purpose for the covert American effort in 
An gol::i. was w u nderline the Administration's 
support for President Mobutu, the man on 
whom Secretary of State Kissinger is bank
ing to oppose Moscow's interests in Africa 
and to further Washington's interests in vari
Olif• internation al forums. 

The funds going to Portugal from the 
Unit ecl States and Western Europe were said 
to be aimed at keeping non-Communist 
parties intact, in the streets, and in the busi
ness of competing with the Communists for 
the support of military leaders and soldiers. 

One source said: "The President almost 
blew the whole Portugal thing last week in 
his interview with The Chicago Sun-Times. 
But nobody picked him up." 

This was a reference to Mr. Ford's reply to 
a quest ion about the absence of C.I.A. in
volvement in Portugal. He noted "our strong 
stand" along with NATO allies against a 
Communist government in Lisbon, then said: 
"I don·t think the situation required us to 
have a major C.I.A. involvement , which we 
have not had." 

The source was pointing to the fact that 
Mr. Ford was not denying that the C.I.A. had 
an involvement. 

The sources maintained that William E . 
Colby, the director of the agency, had noti
fied members of six Congressional subcom
mittees several months ago of the covert op
erations, and that no serious objections were 
raised. Mr. Colby gave the notifications after 
the operations were already under way, as he 
is permitt ed to do under the law. 

REQUffiEMENT CITED 
An amcn 'iment to the Foreign Assistance 

Act of 1974 stipulated that no funds could 
b.- spent by or on behalf of the CIA for 
covert operations "unless and until the 
President finds that each such operation is 
important to the national security of the 
United States and reports, in a timely fash
ion, a description and scope of such opera
tion to "the Senate and House Appropria
tion and Armed Services committees, and to 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and 
the House Committee on International Re
lations. 

In each case, the full committee delegated 
the duty of overseeing the CJ.A. t o a sub
committee. With a few exceptions, t he mem
bers of these subcommittees are regarded as 
conservative. 

The sources either did not k n ow or would 
not stat e when the covert operat ions began. 
But two of the sources indicated that the 
funds going to Portugal predated an inter
view given by Mr. Ford t o U.S. News & 
World Report early last month when he 
talked of the virtual impossibility of CIA in
volvement in Lisbon. 

Speaking of aid going "quiet ly" from Mos
cow and Western Europe to warring faction s 
in Portugal, he said: 

"I think it's very tragic that, because of 
the C.I.A. investigation and all the limita
tions placed on us in the area of covert op
eration, we aren't able to participate with 
other western European coun tries ." 
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WARNING OF HANDICAP 

"The American people shouldn't handicap 
themselves from meeting the challenge, as 
we were handicapped in South Vietnam and 
as we are handicapped in trying to be a par
ticipant in Portugal." 

One of the sources said that Mr. Ford and 
Mr. Kissinger made the decision some time 
after they went to Brussels for a NATO meet
ing in late May. It was after consultations 
with heads of state there, the source con
tinued, that they saw how st1·ongly the West 
European leaders felt about maintaining a 
non-Communist Portugal. The source then 
explained: "We wanted to show them that 
we would stand with them on this one, and 
also more money was needed." 

Another source said that the West Euro
peans were already "giving plenty" and would 
have given more, but "it's that we can't 
keep our hands out of anything." 

Two of the sources said that West Euro
pean trade unions that they would not 
identify were smuggling small arms and am
munition to the Portuguese Sociallsts. The 
Portuguese Communists, they said, had been 
previously armed by Moscow. 

The decision to being covertly financing 
these anti-Communist forces marked the la.t
est step in a long process of reversing policy 
toward post-Salazar Portugal. For almost a 
year following the death of Ant6nio de
Oliveira Salazar, the administration's policy 
was to lament privately but say nothing 
publicly about the leftward trend among 
Portuguese military leaders. The theory was 
that more harm than good would come of 
any American involvement. 

IN KEEPING WITH PAST POLICY 

But the recent decision to take a strong 
anti-Communist stand in Portugal, includ
ing covert :financing, was very much in keep
ing with the history of American policy to
ward the countries on the northern rim of 
the Mediterranean. 

Beginning with the Communist-inspired 
instability in Greece and Turkey after World 
War II, and running through the threat of a 
Communist role in the Italian government in 
the early nineteen-sixties, the C.I.A. has been 
active in this region. 

Much the same holds true for Africa, par
ticularly beginning With Moscow's attempt 
to gain a foothold in Zaire, which was pre
viously the Belgian Congo. From the time 
Patrice Lumumba was ousted, through the 
short career of Moise Tshombe, until Gen
eral Mobutu come to power, a number of 
authoritative sources related, the C.I.A. has 
maintained its largest African station in 
Zaire. 

At about the same time, in the early six
ties, the sources said, President Kennedy 
determined that Portugal, an American ally 
in NATO, could not sustain control over her 
African colonies indefinitely and that contact 
must be made with future revolutionary 
leaders. In 1962, on the advice of the C.I.A. 
among others, Mr. Roberto, the brother-in
law of General Mobutu, was selected as a 
future leader for Angola. 

ROBERTO "DEACTIVATED" 
The sources said that from 1962 to about 

1969, the C.I.A. supplied Mr. Roberto with 
money and arms, but to little avail. At that 
point, they said, he was deactivated. 

Mr. Roberto was reactivated this spring, 
according to the sources, at about the time 
it became clear that the then Communist
leaning government in Portugal ordered its 
armed forces in Angola to give active sup
port to the Soviet-backed Popular Move
ment or the Liberation of Angola headed by 
Agostino Neto. 

But the sources said that C.I.A. operatives 
and American diplomats judged that United 

States support should also be thrown be
hind Jonas Savimbl, the leader of the Na
tional Union for the Total Independence of 
Angola. 

It could not be learned whether Chinese 
and American officials had ever discussed or 
sought to coordinate their efforts against Mr. 
Neto. What was learned was that American 
funds were being used to buy arms for both 
Mr. Roberto and Mr. Savimbi, and that the 
Chinese were providing military advisors for 
Mr. Roberto and perhaps for Mr. Savimbl 
a.s well. 

It could not be learned whether any C.I.A. 
operatives were also acting as military 
advisers. 

CABINDA A KEY FACTOR 
At stake in Angola, besides the enlarge

ment of Soviet influence, is a region deemed 
rich in copper, industrial diamonds and oil. 
Of particular interest to the United States 
and to President Mobutu, the sources said, 
is Cabinda, an oll-rich area bordering on 
Zaire and separated from Angola by the 
Congo River. There, the sources related, the 
Gulf Oil Corporation continues to pump 
over 100,000 barrels a day. The sources sMd 
that the Administration believed that Mr. 
Mobutu would like to annex Cabinda in 
the likely event of a Communist take-over 
in Angola. 

All the sources said that it was Zaire that 
was of primary concern to the Administra
tion. It is believed that Mr. Kissinger is about 
to select Sheldon B. Vance, a former Ambas
sador to Zaire and a close friend of Mr. Mo
butu, to be Assistant Secretary of State for 
African Affairs. He would replace Nathaniel 
Davis as Assistant Secretary. Mr. Davis was 
in charge of Deane R. Hinton, the ambassador 
who was ordered out of Zaire some months 
ago amid charges by President Mobutu that 
the C.I.A. had designs on the President's life. 

It was Mr. Vance, two of the sources said, 
who this summer began to contact Zaire's 
many creditors in the United States and else
where to see if the mlllions in debts that were 
soon to come due could be refinanced. It 
could not be learned whether Mr. Vance 
had completed this task or had succeeded. 

In the meantime, the State Department 
has approached several Congressmen With a 
view toward increasing American aid to about 
$16-mlllion. This year, Zaire was to receive 
about $20-million, but the State Department 
:Ls now aiming for $60-million. This would 
consist of $20-milUon in development aid, 
$20-million in Export-Import BanJt loans, 
and $20-million in Food for Peace credit. 
Several officials said that so far, Congression
al response had been decidedly negative. 

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 27, 1975] 
THE CIA: ANGOLA AND PORTUGAL 

The new reports of covert CIA activities in 
Portugal and Angola underline a deep crisis 
in American foreign policy. In Portugal, The 
New York Times reported, the United States 
is funneling funds to the democratic parties 
through and with like-minded political ele
ments in West Europe; partly as a result, 
Portuguese democrats' prospects are looking 
up. In Portuguese Angola, Washington is said 
to be sending arms and money through 
Zaire to one of three factions contending for 
power as the colony nears independence on 
Nov. 11; in spite of--or perhaps because of
its known American connection, the Holden 
Roberto faction seems to be fading. 

The crux of these reports lies in the con
siderable di.fi'erences between the two opera
tions. The Portuguese case is, in our judg
ment, legitimate and well advised. One can 
wish that we did not live in a world where 
undernourished democratic forces represent
jng the majority's spoken will have to con
tend with a small avowedly totalitarian Com-

munist Party sustained by large amounts of 
Soviet money. But we do. American values 
and American security and political interests 
alike justify CIA help. That the United 
States• principal friends and allies in Europe 
are apparently partners-majority partners, 
we trust--in this enterprise makes it all the 
more acceptable. Purists may argue that steps 
ta.ken to seat democracy in a friendly, strate
gic and allied state amount to unacceptable 
interference in another country's domestic 
affairs. We would argue back that docile ac
ceptance of a Soviet-sponsored Communist 
regime in Lisbon would be high-mindedness 
carried to perilous, not to say ludicrous, ex
tremes; it accords neither with our vital 
interests nor our established principles. 

But Angola? The operation there seems 
much closer to the questionable, crudely 
anti-Communist adventures which have so 
marred the CIA's past. Reportedly, the United 
States is backing the almost certain loser, 
Mr. Roberto. It is doing so partly on the dis
credited premise that it matters for Wash
ington to contest with Moscow for influence 
and resources in proud, new, changeable, 
African states. Though the U.S. evidently is 
gaining favor with Mr. Roberto's main spon
sors in Zaire, it is losing the broader politi
cal credit elsewhere in Africa that non-inter
vention would probably have reaped. 

The plain fact is that no etrective way bas 
yet been found to submit proposed CIA op
erations to the kind of timely and close ex
ternal scrutiny that public policy in other 
areas routinely receives. In these new cases, 
the leaders of the armed services, appropria
tions and foreign relations committees of 
both houses were consulted but not broadly 
or deeply enough to cull the "bad" operation 
(more unwise than fatal) from the "good" 
one. In the absence of agreed standards on 
what constitutes a good or bad operation, 
both the executive branch and Congress tend 
to frame the problem as one involving their 
own role in decision-making: the executive 
demands initiative and flexibility, the Con
gress oversight and review. But it should be 
obvious by now that this institutional prob
lem is insoluble as long as relations between 
the two branches overall are so raw. No 
amount of institutional or procedural tink
ering Will alter this basic political fact. 

Were these stories leaked to spoil the op
erations and further hurt the CIA, or to 
force the pace of congressional reform, or 
conversely to demonstrate that the United 
States still can influence farfiung events? 
Whatever the answer, the disclosures illumi
nate the strange new semi-public setting in 
which "secret" operations must now be de
vised. Those unlikely to survive unofficial 
disclosure probably should not be under
taken at all. Some would consider this antici
pation of exposure as a healthy deterrent or 
even as just retribution for past excesses. We 
find it deplorable. The United States stlll 
has, we believe, reason to conduct certain 
covert operations abroad-Portugal is an ex
cellent example. It should not be necessary to 
point out that covert operations must be 
covert. "National security" unquestionably 
has been overworked as a rationale for se
crecy but it has not lost all validity. It would 
be extremely helpful if the simultaneous dis
closure of the Portuguese and Angola opera
tions-the one valuable, the other question
able--were to make this vital point clear. 

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 29, 1975] 
PORTUGAL'S REVOLUTION FAR FROM OVER 

(By Bernard D. Nossiter) 
LISBON, Sept. 28.-Thoughtful Americans 

visiting here--Sen. George McGovern and 
Abra.ham Brumberg, the State Department 
analyst, to name two--all make the same 
complaint. 
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The scene. they say. ls not what they had 

been led to expect by feverish press ac
counts-it ls far more tranqull and orderly 
than they had realized. 

The complaint has force. There ls a bullt
in journalistic blas In favor of drama. vio
lence and conflict. All these exist here, side 
by side with much else. 

Is reality the shots fired over the head of 
t hreatening demonstrators in Rosslo Square? 
Or ls it the ten s of thousands of Llsboans 
going quietly to work each morning on sub
ways, trolleys and buses? Is it the repeated 
sackings of Communist Party headquarters 
by angry farmers in the north? Or ls it the 
bent men a.nd women now picking the grapes 
in the lush vineyards above Oporto? 

There is a. supercharged political atmos
phere here in the capital, with its orgy of 
publlc meetings and its walls plastered with 
posters and political graffiti. But as you leave 
what its critics call "Llsbogal" and drive 
through the "real" Portugal to the north, 
the posters thin out and the gra.filti change 
complexion. The heavy barrage of slogans for 
the Communist Party and its ultra.left off
shoots a.re replaced by the boasts of those 
further to the right. Near the Spanish bor
der, all this noise disappears almost entirely. 

Even conventional reporting ls hard be
cause appearance and reality are often at 
odds. There has been an intense preoccupa
tion with the ups and downs of politicians 
a.nd parties, a close scrutiny of who ls in and 
who ls out of the nominal Portuguese gov
ernment. 

But real power rests with the junior officers 
who overthrew the old authoritarian regime 
on April 25, 1974. The politicians had little to 
do with that, and they exist on the sufferance 
of the officers who rule through a Revolu
tionary Council of 18. 

The most significant a.ct in weeks here 
came yesterday at a meeting of this council, 
now in the hands of relative moderates. It 
dragged on to seven o'clock in the morning 
and out of it came a new, moderate-con
trolled military force to insure law and 
order-and what may be the beginnlng of 
the end for a radical and unpredictable gen
eral, Otelo Saraiva de Carvalho, who has been 
in charge of internal security. The BBC, 
which follows :Oortugal closely, did n ot even 
report this on its late-nite r.ews. 

Just as the press has focused on t he govern
ment and the parties, there has been close 
reporting of the shifting tides in the trade 
unions, especially now that Communists are 
losing out to a bizarre coalition of Socialists 
and far leflsts. Trade unions, however, touch 
the llves of workers far less than the 'Workers' 
Commissions thrown up during the revolu
tion. The Workers' Commissions fix hours, 
wages and conditions, and there are far too 
many of them to gain more than the slightest 
notion of their politic.al complexion. 

Even the Portuguese perception of what 
ts happening in their country is often partial. 
In the ancient cathedral town of Braga, 
conservative forces are clearly ascendant. 
One of their leaders is electrical contractor 
Luis Gomes Fernandes, president of the local 
center Social Democrats. a party as far ta 
the right as you can now legally go here. 

His party got nearly five votes for every 
one taken by Communists in April's election 
for a. constituent assembly, but Gomes 
Fernandes acts like a man at the barricades. 
He talks of being imprisoned in his own 
headquarters for five hours last spring when 
Communists attacked. He does not mention 
until pressed how his followers have invaded 
and sacked half a dozen Communist head
quarters in the District. 

He says he must listen nightly to the BBC 
to get impartial news. But the Commerclo 
in nearby Oporto comes to Braga, and its 

circulation has tripled since the revolution 
because it offers a diet of ifair reporting. 

Moreover, in Lisbon. it would be hard to 
convince Nuna. Rocha., editor of the weekly 
Tempo, that the press ls free. His conserva
tive paper appears, but under constraints. 
This week, he planned to run an exclusive 
interview with some rightist guerrlllas who 
operate under cover here. Tempo's printers 
refused to set the type, and the story did 
not run. 

The bright young lady who Interpreted for 
an American reporter raised her eyebrows 
when he suggested that Portugal ls now a 
more or less free country. Her cousin ls in 
jail. 

This is still a country in which a person 
can be jailed without charge or trial. 

The new look Revolutionary Council and 
the new government of Prime Minister Vice 
Adm. Jose Pinheiro de Azevedo offer some 
hope that what ls emerging here ls an or
derly, open society. It ls unlikely to look like 
the conventional Western models because 
military men are almost certain to continue 
to play a central role as they have, after all, 
through the varieties of government Portugal 
has experienced in this century-monarchy, 
republic, Salazarlst dictatorship and left-fta
vored revolution. 

There are still genuine dangers from the 
totalitarians of the right or the left. 

• * * * • 
The Portuguese are proud (their Spanish 

neighbors say "vain") and resent any ma
nipulation from the outside. If, as reported, 
the CIA is funneling money to the Portu
guese Socialists through European unions 
a.nd Social Democrats, the project ls probably 
a political mistake. The story has been wide
ly publicized here and probably wlll do deep 
damage to the Portuguese Socialists and 
Mario Soares, their leader. 

Moscow money enables the Communists to 
pay $25 a night to plaster Braga 's walls with 
slogans and flyers. It also insures that the 
Braga vote for the Communist Party is a 
derisory 4 per cent. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. McGOVERN. Yes. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

want to commend the distinguished sen
ior Senator from South Dakota for the 
report he has just made to the Senate 
relative to his visit to Portugal last week 
and prior to that time. 

I agree with him when he mentions the 
U.S. Ambassador to Portugal, Frank Car
lucci, and the excellent job he is doing in 
representing his government. our Gov
errunent. under most difficult circum
stances. 

I have read also in the various news
papers reports about the CIA being in
volved in covert activities. When I was in 
Portugal the firse part of last month, I 
made specific inquiries into that matter 
and I was informed that there was no 
CIA intervention in any way, shape or 
form at that time. I believed it then, I 
believe it now. for that period. 

But in the past week or so. there have 
been reports about CIA money being used 
in various manners to participate in 
what is an internal situation in Portugal 
itself. The stories seem to have some cre
dence. but I was glad to note that the 
head of the Portuguese Socialist Party. 
Mr. Marlo Soares. stated that he was not 
receiving any funds from that source. 

If the Senator will allow me, I would 

like to read from the report which I 
made to the Committee on Foreign Re
lations some 2 weeks ago: 

Suspicion of U.S. 1ntelllgence activity has 
affected the U.S. diplomatic mission in Por
tugal. Accusations of CIA involvement in 
Portugal were loud after the aborted Spinola 
coup in March of this year. There were dem
onstrations against the U.S. Embassy and the 
Ambassador wn.s publicly ch arged with being 
a "CIA agent" and a "maker of coups." \Vhlle 
such accusations have a bated, p ar t ly because 
of a vigorous campaign of refutation, charges 
of this character, even thou~ h f alse, in a cli
mate of worldwide suspicion of U.S. intelli
gence activities, can be damaging to the stat
ure of the United States. Moreover, they do 
harm to these many political forces which 
seem to represent most closely moderation 
and democracy in the present political fer
ment in Portugal. A renewal of accusation o:t 
U.S. meddlin g in Portuguese l"lternal affairs, 
especially 1f a basis were to exist for them. 
could thwart the usefulness of the Ambassa
dor's mission by undermining his credibility 
and entangling him in time-consuming de
fense of his actions. Since the aborted coup. 
the U.S. mission's endeavor to keep a rela
tively low profile has had some success. This 
nation cannot shut off false accusations, of 
course, but it is essential that the United 
States keep itself free of the ta.int of surrep
titious operations. Its actions, in time, will 
speak louder than any accusations. 

Furthermore, I do not believe, may I 
say to my distinguished colleague, tha t 
we ought to take the lead in any efiort,s 
being made to assist the democratic 
elements in Portugal. 

I would like. if I may take up the sen
ator's time. to read another paragraph in 
that report which may be pertinent: 

It should be recognized that the United 
States can furnish only a marginal boost to 
Portugal's strained economy. Inasmuch as 
Western Europe-

Western Europe. 
far and away, is the most Important trad

ing areas for Portugal and other significant 
economic links exist with countries 1n that 
region it would seem appropriate for Lisbon 
to look mainly in that direction for the bulk 
of the cooperation in trade and aid. At best, 
the United States can only furnish a sup
plement to Portugal's arrangements with the 
European trade and market grouping and 
with individual Western European countries. 
Indeed, in my judgment, this nation should 
attempt to provide no more than a modest 
supplement to those connections, regardless 
of political developments in P-0rtugal. It 
might be worthwhile to pursue negotiations 
to coordinate U.S. economic activities regard
ing Portugal with those of Western Europe. 
It should be noted, in particular, that 
Portuguese foreign exchange reserves are 
being rapidly depleted and, in this area, 
joint-U.S.-European efforts might be of 
special rele'."ance. 

I think this fits in with what the dis
tinguished Senator from South Dakota 
has already said. I hope the reports about 
CIA covert activities are untrue because 
the Portuguese can handle their own af
fairs themselves. The way events have 
been going the past several weeks they 
are going in the right direction. 

Again, I com.mend the distinguished 
Senator who once more has performed a 
service to the Senate and to the country 
in making his statement today. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I 
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thank the distinguished majority leader 
for what he had to say. I am especially 
impressed with the recommendation he 
makes, that our aid follow in cooperation 
with what the European Community is 
doing. I do think it is entirely proper that 
the Europeans take the lead on this mat
. er of assisting the new Portuguese Gov
e1 nment for the reason the majority 
leader has stated. Indeed, before leaving 
Portugal, I recommended , after discus
sions with the Ambassador, that we for
mulate some kind of informal consor
tium under which American aid could be 
carefully coordinated with what the Eu
ropeans are doing. They are talking in 
terms of a $75 or $80 million aid pack
age on the part of the European Com
munity. What I am proposing here is a 
package of roughly $55 million with a 
sizable percentage of that earmarked for 
the refugees, and recommending that 
some portion of our aid come in the form 
of food. There is a critical food shortage 
in Portugal. They are a food-importing 
nation. They have little in the way of 
grain production, dairy production or 
livestock production. Yet at a time when 
300,000 of their citizens are unemployed 
they are faced with an influx of another 
350,000 or 400,000 from Angola. So I 
think we can perform a service in food 
assistance that would not only provide 
needed resources but would help hold 
down what would otherwise be a pain
fully inflated food situation for the en
t ire population. 

I would hope, as the majority leader 
has said, that we continue to maintain a 
sensitive, low profile in Portugal, that 
the American hand not be a heavy one 
there but that it be a sensitive and com
passionate hand and one that works in 
close cooperation with our friends in 
Western Europe. 

Mr. HASKELL. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. McGOVERN. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. HASKELL. I would like to con

gratulate the Senator from South Da
kota on his remarks vis-a-vis the CIA and 
vis-a-vis the way of helping other coun
tries. I would like to compliment the 
distinguished Senator for his amend
ment, which is the coordinated type of 
foreign aid that I believe we should be 
giving. We have not been doing that in 
the past. 

I would ask the Senator from South 
Dakota if he would permit me to be a co
sponsor of this amendment. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I would be de
lighted to have the Senator as a co
sponsor. 

Mr. President, I yield the :floor. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order there will 
now be a period for the transaction of 
routine morning business for not to ex
ceed 30 minutes with statements therein 
limited to 5 minutes. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR-S. 2310, 
s. 692 

Mr. HASKELL. I ask unanimous con
sent that Mr. John Cevette of my staff be 

given the privilege of the fioor during 
the consideration and voting on S. 2310 
and S. 692. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HASKELL. I have a parliamen
tary inquiry, Mr. President. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. HASKELL. I would like to ask, if 
it is in order, unanimous consent that 
Mr. Terry Lytle, who is a lawyer on the 
staff of the Federal Trade Commission, 
be given the privilege of the floor dur
ing the course of consideration of S. 2310 
and S. 692. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pora. It is in order to ask unanimous 
consent for such a request. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
would not object, but will the Senator 
withhold that for a little while until I 
have a chance to discuss it? 

Mr. HASKELL. I will certainly with
hold it. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator has withdrawn his 
request. 

Mr. HASKELL. Temporarily I have 
withdrawn my request at the suggestion 
of the majo1ity leader with regard to Mr. 
Lytle, not as to the member of my staff. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from california. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 269-RELAT
ING TO U.S. GRAIN EXPORTS TO 
THE SOVIET UNION 
Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, in a few 

moments I am going to be sending to the 
desk a resolution which I will be offering 
for myself and the Senator from Kansas 
<Mr. DOLE). I am going to be asking for 
its immediat.e consideration. 

Mr. President, this resolution is de
si~ed to promote the exchange of Rus
sian oil for American grain. 

We are the largest grain-producing 
nation in the world. The grain grown by 
American farmers is perhaps our great
est national trade resource. At the same 
time, the Soviet Union is now the larg
est oil producing nation in the world. The 
Soviet Union needs our grain, and we 
could use some of its oil, particularly if 
we can get it for less than OPEC prices. 
This resolution basically emphasizes that 
it is the sense of the Senate that during 
the grain sale negotiations between the 
United States a:nd the Soviet Union, the 
U.S. negotiators should try to get oil for 
our valuable grain which the Russians 
so desperately need. Moreover, the res
olution would provide that the price for 
that oil should be less than the OPEC 
price. Let us return to the era of shrewd 
Yankee trading. If we help the Russians 
on their most pressing problem--grain, 
they should be required to help us out 
of our most critical shortage-petroleum. 

Why should the Russians be interested 
in such a proposal? Well, obviously, they 
need American grain, but there is more 
to it tha.n that. The United States cur
rently enjoys a 4-to-1 favorable balance 
of trade ratio over the Soviet Union. 

Faced with this staggering trade deficit, 
it is entirely possible that the Soviet Un
ion would welcome this opportunity to 
use its oil to accumulat.e foreign ex
change and reduce its negative balance 
of trade. 

The other objection that has been 
raised in regard to obtaining Soviet oil 
involves the reliability of the Soviets in 
supplying the oil, and if we become de
pendent upon ths,t supply the Soviets 
would be able to threaten us with an 
Arab-style boycott. The answer to that is 
simple. The Soviet capability for receiv
ing grain shipments is limited, and thus 
delivery is extended over a long period to 
cope with Soviet limitations. Thus, if the 
Russians cut off oil to us, we could sus
pend grain shipments to them. Moreover, 
in a larger context, one must ask whether 
the Soviets would be willing to risk the 
dissolution of other agreements between 
the United States and the Soviet. Union. 
Perhaps it is time to find out if detente is 
indeed a one-way street. 

Mr. President, the ultimate aim of this 
resolution is not just grain for oil, rather 
it involves using American grain re
sources, in which we have a clear com
parative advantage, as a tool to help 
drive down the world price of oil. The 
Russian need for our grain is so pressing 
that we should employ it as a bargaining 
chip to procure Soviet oil at reduced 
prices. Lessening our dependence fo1· 
OPEC oil will place great pressure upon 
the oil cartel, which has just further in
creased prices above levels which already 
represented a completely distorted de
mand-supply relationship. 

In this way, a resolution which at first 
glance seems simple and only a minor aid 
to this Nation's energy dilemma, could 
prove to be a milestone toward an ulti
mate energy solution. 

Mr. President, on September 11, I 
wrote to the President advancing the 
proposal embodied in this resolution. I 
ask unanimous consent that my letter be 
inserted in the RECORD along with an 
excellent editorial on this topic written 
by Mr. William Randolph Hearst, Jr. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and editorial were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D.O., September 11, 1975. 

The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, D .a. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I strongly u rge you to 
direct the Under Secretary of State to pm·sue 
vigorously the possibility of exchanging 
American grain for Russian oil, natural gas 
or other scarce resources in the upcoming 
grain negotiations with the Soviet Union. 
With the Soviets facing a tremendous bal
ance of payments deficit, it is entirely possi
ble that they will welcome the opportunity 
to ease their situation by compensating the 
United States with oil rather than currency. 

Further, I believe that this is an excellent 
opportunity to prove that detente is not a 
one way street with all the benefits going to 
the Soviets and all the liabillties to the 
United States. 

While there are certainly problems to be 
overcome before such an exchange could take 
place, I believe that they could be worked out 
in a manner favorable to both American 
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farmers and consumers. I would be anxious to 
assist in such an effort. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN V. TuNNEY, 

U.S. Senator. 

[From the Hearst Newspapers, Sept. 7, 1975) 
TIME FOR "HORSE TRADING" 

(By Willlam Randolph Hearst, Jr.) 
NEW YoBK.-Why not swap our plentiful 

grain for much-needed oil or for other Rus
sian resources that we can use? 

The idea has been going the rounds and 
1t a.ppea.rs, on the surfa.ce at least, to have 
sufficient merit to warrant going into here 
today. 

The suggestion for setting up some kind 
of swap with the grain-hungry Russians ap
parently originated with my old friend Sena
tor Henry M. (Scoop) Jackson, who is seeking 
the Democratic presidential nomination. It 
has been proffered also by Senator John v. 
Tunney and AFL-CIO President George 
Meany is firmly behind the idea. 

Everyone seems interested except the two 
American agencies which would be involved 
1n such a deal: the State Department and 
the Agriculture Department. Officials in these 
two departments at least ought to give the 
matter some serious thought and then give 
us their views. 

Old-fashioned Yankee horse trading had 
many good things a.bout it. Most important, 
both the buyer and seller dealt with tangible 
items, not currencies whose values might 
fluctuate. In the situation with the Russians 
we have some tangible graln that they want 
and they have some oil and other natural 
resources that we want. Direct swappir.g 
might be a good deal for both nations. 

George Meany, who can be blunt when he 
wishes to, puts it right on the line: "Should 
we not say, 'As you do with the oil which 
we need, so shall we do with our grain which 
you need'?" 

The trouble, of course, is that our grain 
dealers trade with the Russians as private 
businessmen while the Russians buy or sell 
through government agencies. Canada has 
a central board which sells its wheat crop and 
its techniques might be worth studying by 
our Agriculture Department officials if, a.s 
seems likely, the United States is going to be 
called upon increasingly to supply food for a 
hungering world. 

A spokesman at the State Department Te
ported to us that a "number of suggestions" 
had been received for setting up a swap ar
rangement with the Russ!ans, but that only a 
few discussions had been held and no deci
sion had been reached. No negotiations are 
planned at this time, he said. 

In the Agriculture Department, Dale 
Sherwin, assistant secretary 1n charge of for
eign agriculture and commodities, said that 
no talks are being held concerning a swap, 
but that "we do want the Russians to become 
regular customers." As predictable buyers, 
the Russians would have a better chance of 
acquiring American grain, since farmers 
could plant according to an expected mar
ket. As it is, we may not be able to provide 
them with as much grain as they need and 
want this year. 

I certainly agree with Agriculture Secre
tary Earl Butz when he says of the Russian 
purchases, "It is far better to exchange 
bushels rather than bullets." However, there 
is nothing wrong with being hard-nosed 
businessmen. The Russians are, whenever 
and wherever they do business. 

A spokesman for the Soviet trade mission 
was typically noncommittal when I asked if 
his country would be open to talks about 
bartering some resources for our grain. He 
said that he had not been officlally requested 
by anyone 1n our government to consider 

such a deal, but that he would be happy to 
take it up With Moscow if such a request 
were made. 

The truth is the U.S.S.R. is in serious trou
ble because of lta poor harvest this year. If 
positions were reversed and we were asking 
them for grain, you can be sure they would 
be driving some hard bargains which might 
well include demands for some of our dwin
dling natural resources. An example of how 
the Russians conduct business was demon
strated when they quadrupled the price of 
their oil immediately after the Arab-domi
nated oil and petroleum exporting countries 
cartel did. 

No one knows exactly how bad the Russian 
situation is. Scoop Jackson, who terms the 
grain sales "horrendous" and "asinine," says 
that as of this last week the Russians were 
50 million metric tons short of normal. 

The Soviets are currently buying 9.8 mil
lion tons o! American grain, purchases that 
will have a small inflationary impact on 
American food prices, but it is open talk in 
Washington that they want to buy as much 
as 11 million additional tons. This would 
total 21 million bushels or about 10 per cent 
of the estimated American grain crop. How 
much inflation that would cause in this 
country is not known. 

It seems like a most opportune time for 
our government to work out a barter <leal 
with the Soviets. One important factor that 
should not be overlooked is that the Soviet 
Union is running a soaring deficit in its trade 
with western countries, notably the U.S. 

In the first half of this year Soviet imports 
exceeded exports by more than $1.4 billion 
with Just four of its active trading partners, 
West Germany, Japan, France and the United 
States. That does not include an upcoming 
expenditure of $2 billion for grain purchases 
from the West. Experts say that the bilate:ral 
trade balance between the Soviet Union and 
the United States is 4 to 1 in favor of the 
U.S., compared to a 2-to-l favorable balance 
for the U.S. a.t this time last year. 

In view of this, it seems logical to think 
tha.t the Russians would welcome a chance to 
swap goods for grain instead of dipping into 
their diminishing supply of currencies that 
are convertible in the West. 

There are many things 1n the Soviet that 
could be bartered. Oil, of course, is most im
portant. Then there ls liquefied natural gas. 
Also chrome to be used in the manufacture 
of steel. They ean export as well such re
sources a.s eoaI and timber. The most prized 
natural resource of a.11, and the Soviets have 
a goodly supply, is gold. Experts 1n Geneva. 
think that the Russians plan to sell gold on 
the open market soon to help finance their 
trade deficits. 

Just a. few da.ys ago, Senator Jackson said: 
"The idea. of a grain-oil barter deal (with 
the Soviet Union) is no longer light talk. It 
grows more and more serious." 

I agree and say let's get on with it. Let's 
give it some serious consideration. Now is 
the time for our leaders to a.ct like mature 
businessmen. Kindly old Uncle Sam has given 
to all the world until his pockets are nearly 
empty, and it is now time to get back to basic 
hard bargaining. 

!\fr. DOLE. Mr. President, I am pleased 
to join the Senator from California in 
cosponsoring this resolution. 

It is my feeling that if the Soviet 
Union and the United States find it 
mutually advantageous to arrange an oil 
agreement at the same time they are 
arranging a wheat agreement, it would 
be beneficial to farmers, to consumers* 
and to all AmP.ricans. It was my purpose 
in introd~cing o~ September 4, Senate 

Resolution 240, urging the President to 
negotiate a bilateral grain agreement 
with the Russians, to develop a purchase 
and sales agreement that would be mu
tually beneficial to both nations. I was 
Pleased to see that shortly thereafter the 
President did send a negotiating team to 
Moscow. It has been widely reported that 
the Russians have been at least initially 
very favorable to this idea. Hopefull;-, the 
agreement under which the Russians 
would buy at least a minimum of 5 to 8 
million tons of grain every year with the 
option to buy more if necessary, would 
be greatly advantageous to us as well as 
to them. 

BE NEFIT IS LIMITED 

However, the benefits of an oil agree
ment may be limited and it is my strong 
feeling that we should weigh the terms of 
such an agreement very carefully to in
sure that they are, in fact, advantageous. 
I would admonish our negotiators to give 
particular scrutiny to the pricing terms 
of the agreement. 

This resolution specifically avoids any 
specific barter arrangement. In all prob
ability an exchange agreement whereby 
a certain quantity of wheat would be 
provided in exchange for a quantity of oil 
~ould be strictly to our disadvantage. For 
m the coming years it is very likely the 
value of wheat and feed grains will rise 
whereas the price of oil-arbitrarily 
pegged at an artificially high level by the 
OPEC nations-will fall. So a wheat-for
oil deal that would be advantageous to us 
in present terms might next year and in 
subsequent :rears be very disadvnnta
geous for us. 

In addition. we should avoid any ar
rangement whereby we would agree to 
provide technology and/or the develop
ment funds for these oil resources that in 
the end would make that energy very 
expensive. 

AVOXD VULNERABILrrY 

The greatest temptation of an oil 
agreement with the Russians is to become 
dependent on them as a source of en
ergy. While purchasing oil from the Rus
sians is potentially beneficial to farmers 
and all other Americans, it is my strong 
feeling that we should not allow ourselves 
to be placed in a vulnerable position. Mr. 
Kissinger's optimism about detente is 
hardly a basis for us t;o depend on t..i.ie 
Communists for an oil supply. 

While this Senator does support de
tente, there has been little produced from 
dctente that would show the Russians to 
be anything like a totally reliable source 
of energy. The fact of the matter is that 
their government-operated media still 
attack us in the most violent terms. Their 
ideology is still dedicated to the downfall 
of our way of life. 

So obviously, Mr. President, we cannot 
allow ourselves to become dependent 
upon the Soviets for oil. A purchase 
agreement with the Russians on petro
leum must be predicated upon our own 
intent to achieve energy independence. 

Realistically, the Russians, in all like
lihood, would only be able to provide us 
a marginal amount of oil. However, even 
a marginal amount of our oil supply 
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could potentially be enough to cause gas 
lines if it were suddenly cut off. It is of 
great concern to me that in entering any 
agreement of this type we should use the 
greatest caution and the most careful 
consideration to insure that the agree
ment is truly mutually advantageous. 

Mr. President, it is my hope that the 
Senate will agree to this resolution and 
that the President will respond quickly 
to the suggestion in this resolution. 

:Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, I send 
the resolution to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, un
fortunately I feel constrained to object. 
Not that I am not in favor of what the 
distinguished Sena tor from California is 
attempting to do, because I think he is 
on the right track. But under the rules 
of the Senate, it is the usual procedure 
to ref er all bills, resolutions, and like 
matters to the appropriate committees. 

May I suggest to the distinguished Sen
ator that he ask unanimous consent that 
the resolution be placed on the calendar? 
Objection would only delay it 1 day 
from being placed on the calendar; but 
this way it would be placed on the cal
endar today, and I think that would par
tially meet the Senator's purpose. 

Mr. TUNNEY. I thank the distin
guished majority leader for his excellent 
suggestion. I ask unaimous consent that 
the resolution be placed on the calendar. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
402-WELCOMING THEffi MAJES
TIES THE EMPEROR AND EM
PRESS OF JAPAN 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

that the Chair lay before the Senate a 
message from the House of Representa
tives on House Concurrent Resolution 
402. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore laid before the Senate the concur
rent resolution <H. Con. Res. 402) wel
coming their Majesties, the Emperor and 
Empress of Japan, which was consid
ered and agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The concurrent resolution, with its 

preamble, is as follows: 
H. CON. RES. 402 

Whereas Their Majesties, the Emperor and 
Empress o! Japan wm soon be visiting the 
United States of America, and 

Whereas their visit will be the first st.ate 
Visit to the United States o! America by a. 
reigning Emperor of Japan in the more than 
one-hundred-and-twenty-year history of 
American-Japanese relations, and 

Whereas our two countries, though coming 
!rom diverse cultural backgrounds, have cre
ated from this diversity an active and dy
namic relationship beneficial to both peoples, 
and 

Whereas the exchange of ideas, cultural 
and artistic innovation. technological and 
scientific knowledge, productive enterprise, 
and trade have through the years enhanced 
mutu&l understanding and respect between 
the United Stat.es of America and Ja.pa.n. and 

Whereas during the first visit to Japan by 
an incumbent American President in Novem-

ber of 1974, Their Majesties and the Japanese 
Government and people extended a warm 
and enthusiastic reception to President Ger
ald R. Ford, and 

Whereas the coming visit by Their Majes
ties will vividly symbolize the ties of fTiend
ship and common values to whi<:h the Amer
ican and Japanese people are dedicated: 
Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Congres.s hereby ex
tends to Their Majesties, the Emperor and 
Empress of Japan, a warm welcome and sin
cere good wishes from the American people 
on the occasion of their historic first visit to 
the United States of America. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate ac
tion a.greeing to Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 65 be vitiated, and that that 
resolution be indefinitely postponed. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

SENATOR EIDEN AND THE ISSUE OF 
BUSING 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on 
September 28, the Washington Post pub
lished a lengthy article by its education 
writer, Eric Wentworth, on our colleague 
from Delaware, Mr. EIDEN, and the 
amendment he authored to prevent the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare from using Federal funds to 
force the busing of schoolchildren. 

I was happy to see this article, Mr. 
President, for it cuts through so much of 
the emotion that surrounds the issue of 
busing. 

And, importantly, the article accu
rately portrays Senator EIDEN as a public 
official "picking a rather precise path 
through shibboleth and stereotype." 

I commend Mr. Wentworth's article 
to my colleagues, and ask unanimous 
consent that it be printed at this point 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

EIDEN: A LIBERAL BREAKS RANKS 

(By Eric Wentworth) 
In the frenzied, us-or-them national de

bate over school desegregation, Sen. Joe 
Biden Jr. seems at first glance to perch on 
the pinnacle of a paradox. How else explain 
a man who wants the best break for blacks 
yet so vehemently denounces busing? 

But during a two-hour interview the other 
day, the young Delaware Democrat emerged 
~ someone picking a rather precise path 
through shibboleth and stereotype. 

While criticized at one point or another 
by both pro and anti-busing factions, Biden 
hasn't simply settled on some muddled mid
dle ground-if any, in fact, could exist these 
days. No, he ls foursquare against busing. But 
not necessarily for the same reasons as a. 
Jesse Helms of North Carolina or a James 
Allen of Alabama. 

Biden, sees himself stepping in where lib
eral angels fear to tread. If only a conserva
tive like Richard Nixon could open the door 
to Ma.inland China, perhaps only a liberal 
like Joe Biden can slam the door on busing. 

Biden said he ls convinced that a full 65 
of the Senate's 100 members, many liberals 
as well as conservatives, .. don't believe bus
lng's a good idea ... 

You wouldn't know it from their voting 
records. But Biden contended a number of 

fellow liberals have been locked into opposing 
anti-busing measures, despite their growing 
private doubts, be<:ause votes on busing have 
become the civil right.s lobby's litmus test 
for sorting out friend and foe. He can under
stand why, Biden added, given government 
retreats in other fields like housing, "The 
black community justifiably is jittery." 

After the Senate 11 days a.go adopted his 
own surprise anti-busing amendment by 
seven votes, Biden said, "A couple who did 
not vote with me--<:ould not-came up to 
me and said, Tm glad you're doing what 
you're c"oing-I can't do it.' " 

He continued, "Others who have been 
viewed as supporters of busing came up to 
me as long as eight months ago and said, 
'Joe, you've got to do something. I can't-
we can't-because of our standing in the 
community. We'll be misread. Yet we think 
you're right on it.'" 

As a liberal who has broken ranks to op
pose busing, Biden said, "I think what I've 
done inadvertently ... is, I've made it--if 
not respectable-I've made it reasonable for 
longstanding liberals to begin to raise the 
questions I've been the first to raise in the 
liberal community here on the floor.'' 

Over the next several years, he predicted, 
those liberals "are going to see the light" and 
switch sides on busing too. 

Significant switches have already been 
occurring, to the dismay of civil right.s lobby
ists, in the Senate's latest convoluted floor 
fight over busing to desegregate schools. 

Blden's own anti-busing amendment 
picked up votes from Majority Leader Mike 
Mansfield and Lee Metcalf of Montana and 
such other once-reliable Democratic lib
erals as Quentin Burdick of North Dakota, 
Gaylord Nelson of Wisconsin, Warren Mag
nuson of Washington, and Stuart Symington 
and Thomas Eagleton of Missouri. 

Some switched back on related later votes. 
But what has clearly emerged from this 
latest struggle is that civil rights groups can 
no longer count as before on a slim but 
stalwart Senate majority to fend off attacks 
on busing and other disruptive school de
segregation remedies. 

And Joe Biden, at 32 the youngest Senator, 
Will be remembered for his amendment that 
first illustrated the Senate's new tilt. He'll 
stand in Senate civil rights lore alongside 
Abraham A. Ribicoff of Connecticut, another 
liberal who dramatically broke ranks five 
years ago. 

Ribicoff, declaring the North "guilty o! 
monumental hypocrisy," became the first 
Northern liberal to endorse a Southern prop
osition that school desegregation pressures 
should apply equally across the entire na
tion. The Southerners !oresaw then that as 
desegregation brought upheavals to Northern 
school systems, the whole movement could 
falter--easing pressures on their schools too. 
And this, it would appear, ls just what's 
happening today. 

Busing, to Biden, is a "bankrupt concept." 
In countenancing it, he said, "I think we 
violated the most cardinal rule that a politi
cian can violate in the eyes of the American 
people . . . the cardinal rule of common 
sense." 

Biden insisted he has been consistent in 
opposing busing-as he defines it--since be
fore his 1972 Senate election. He recalled, 
for example, forgoing some campaign con
tributions from white liberals because, at 
a. 1971 cocktail party, he refused to take a 
pro-busing position. 

At the same time, he has accumulated 
some very credible civil right.s credentials 
since adolescence-as a. participant in a high 
school restaurant boycott and 1n sit-ins 
along Route 40, as a debater against racial 
discrimination while a.t Syracuse Law 
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School, as a young criminal lawyer with a 
largely black, even black-militant clientele, 
as a suburban public-housing advocate when 
he ran in 1970 for the New Castle County 
Council, and as a middle-class white with 
many friends and political contacts in Wil
mington's black community. 

"I still walk down the street in the black 
side of town," he boasted, "and you get-
maybe they're my clients--but Mousey and 
Chops and all the boys at 13th and-I can 
walk in those pool halls, and I quite frankly 
don't know another white man involved in 
Delaware politics who can do that kind of 
thing." 

Biden acknowledged that his simultaneous 
advocacy of blacks' civil rights and opposi
tion to busing has led to repeated mis
understandings and landed him in political 
crossfires. He added that he has brought 
his own views into sharp focus only in the 
past years or so-inspired by Senate busing 
debates and a court case threatening busing 
for Wilmington and its suburbs. 

Busing, in Biden's current leXicon, is more 
than the physical transportation of chil
dren to schools far from home. It's "the as
signment of students to a school other than 
what is traditionally their neighborhood 
school for the purpose of redressing some 
racial imbalance." He would oppose reassign
ing a child from one walk-in school to an
other walk-in school for that purpose. 

What he's basically attacking, Biden ex
plained, is the concept that school systems 
should bear the full burden of affirmatively 
integrating society where they haven't been 
guilty themselves of gerrymandering or oth
er clearly illegal acts. 

Where court proceedings have found 
school systems actually guilty of such acts 
to exclude blacks, Biden unlike some would 
let the judges 01·der busing when it's the nec
essary remedy. But he would like somehow
if he can ever find the right legislative 
phrasing-to bar court-ordered busing in 
other cases, where guilt, for example, stems 
from decades-old housing bias. 

So far, Biden conceded, he has found only 
a partial solution-to limit the Health, 
Education and Welfare Department's admin
istrative enforcement efforts. By last Decem
ber. he had drafted an amendment that 
would simply bar HEW from using federal 
funds "for assigning students to schools be
cause of race." 

Ironically, that wasn't the amendment he 
successfully sponsored in the Senate 11 days 
ago. He went over to the floor that day to 
hear debate on a far broader measure offered 
by Jesse Helms, the North Carolina Republi
can. 

"Let me just level with you-I made a mis
take," he recalled. "I tried to emasculate Jesse 
Helms' amendment ... I wanted to accom
plish stopping busing. I didn't want to ac
complish what Jesse Helms did. Jesse 
Helms had in his amendment sex, record
keeping stuff and everything else . . . So I 
took his amendment and amended it. This 
was not a planned thing, to introduce it at 
this time. It shocked the staff . . . I had no 
prepared speech, nothing. It just went, you 
know, from the hip ... I literally took a pencil 
and S<:ratched out words in his amendment." 

Unfortunately, Biden continued, he ne
glected to scratch out three words: "teach
ers.'' "courses" and "classes." Thus the im
promptu Biden amendment adopted that day 
would bar HEW not only from requiring stu
dent desegregation school-by-school, through 
busing or mere reassignment, but from try
ing to desegregate school facilities or an in
dividual school's classrooms. 

When Biden tried to correct his mistake, 
Senate civil rights stalwarts and lobbyists at 
first turned him down lest "cleaning up" his 
amendment make it any more palatable. 

Then, three days ago, Blden won Senate 
approval for a narrower amendment which 
would bar HEW only from requiring busing
in the literal sense-of students "for reasons 
of race." This time, he had the votes of most 
civil rights stalwarts. Caught by then 1n a 
parliamentary straitjacket, they were in the 
ironic position of voting for an anti-busing 
amendment as the lesser of two evils. 

As Biden himself put it, "They had no 
place to go." 

But while the liberal alignment on this last 
vote was for many an aberration, Biden is 
convinced that a growing number in the next 
few years will change their views on the 
busing issue. 

"They're going to have to do what I started 
to do two years ago, and that is, to really look 
at the issue. I don't think they've really 
looked at the issue. Quite frankly, I don't 
think they understand the issue . . . 

With the lawmakers still reeling from their 
latest busing donnybrook, Biden was already 
looking ahead to the next battle on the 
Senate floor when he'll "go at it tightly and 
co!1cisely, and no mistake about it." 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that Arthur Pankopf, 
Jr., John C. Kirtland, Malcolm Sterrett, 
and Philip M. Grill of the staff of the 
Committee on Commerce be allowed the 
privilege of the floor throughout the de
bate on S. 2301 and all legislation relat
ing to natural gas. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I make a 
sjmilar request with respect to David 
Clanton of the Commerce Committee 
staff. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
p)re. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

QUORUM CALL 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. HASKELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. 
MANSFIELD). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

REQUEST FOR PRIVILEGE OF THE 
FLOOR 

Mr. HASKELL. Mr. President, I repeat 
my unanimous consent request of a short 
time ago that Mr. Terry Lytle, a very 
competent lawyer on the Federal Trade 
Commission staff, be permitted access to 
the floor during the debate on S. 2310 and 
s. 692. 

I believe the Senator from Montana 
has something he wishes to say. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object, I do not know 
Mr. Lytle. I have confidence in his com
petence and ability. But I am going to 
object to having Mr. Lytle on the fioor. 

I feel that the privilege of the floor for 
advice and counsel to Members of the 

Senate should be reserved to either mem
bers of our staffs who have worked on the 
bill, or members of our committee staffs. 

I can recall, in the past, certain serious 
incidents when, by uanimous consent, 
outsiders were permitted on the floor. I 
believe my ruling as Acting President pro 
tempore was correct, that such people 
can be brought on the floor by unanimous 
consent, but I believe it casts a shadow 
on the Senate that we should not per
mit. I can recall such people running 
back and forth to the Vice President's 
office in another Vice President's admin
istration, making decisions, and then re
turning to the floor. 

So I would continue to be constrained 
to object to any outside person coming 
on the Senate floor for the pmpose of 
guidance and assistance to members of 
the committee of Members of the Senate. 

l\.Ir. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Montana yield briefly to. 
me? 

Mr. METCALF. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I wish to commend the 
Senator from his position, and to associ
ate myself with what he has said. 

I assure the Senator from Colorado 
that there is nothing partisan and noth
ing that in any way reflects on the in
dividual with whom the request is associ
ated, but that there is a strong belief 
and feeling on both sides of the aisle, I 
believe, that this would not be in the oest 
interests of the Senate. I would be con
strained to object if the Senator from 
Montana did not object. 

Mr. METCALF. I am delighted to have 
the support of my long-time friend from 
Michigan. 

Mr. President, I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion js heard. 
Mr. HASKELL. I fully understand the 

reasons why the Senator from Michigan 
and the Senator from Montana would ob~ 
ject. Of course, I have derived a great 
deal of my information on the amend
ment that I intend to introduce by the 
help of la wYers in the Federal Trade 
Commission. 

Privately, the Senator from Montana 
said: 

Well, if you get somebody from the Federal 
Trade Commission, somebody else is going 
to want to get somebody from the American 
Gas Association. 

Therefore, I believe I see the reason
ableness of the Senator's objection. I 
thank the Senator. 

I yield the floor. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages from the President of the 

United States were communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Heiting, one of his secre-
taries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, the Acting 

President pro tempore <Mr. METCALF) 
laid before the Senate messages from the 
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President of the United States submit
ting sundry nominations which were re
f erred to the appropriate committees. 

<The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate proceed
ings.) 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 11:02 a.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives delivered ::,y 
Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House has passed the 
bill <S. 824) to provide for the use of cer
tain funds to promote scholarly, cultural, 
and artistic activities between Japan and 
the United States, and for other pur
poses, with an amendment in which it 
requests the concurrence of the Sen
ate. 

The message also announced that the 
House has agreed to the concurrent 
resolution <H. Con. Res. 402) welcoming 
Their Majesties, the Emperor and Em
press of Japan, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate. 

The message further announced tba t 
the Speaker has signed the bill <H.R. 
6674) to authorize appropriations during 
the fiscal year 1976, and the period 
beginning July 1, 1976, and ending 
September 30, 1976, for procw·ement of 
aircraft, missiles, naval vessels, tracked 
combat vehicles, torpedoes, and other 
weapons, and research, developmc:it, test 
and evaluation for the Armed Forces. 
and to prescribe the authorized person
nel strength for each active duty com
ponent and of the Selected Reserve vf 
each Reserve component of the Armed 
Forces and of civilian personnel of the 
Department of Defense, and to authorize 
th~ military training student loads and 
for other purposes. 

The enrolled bill was subsequently 
signed by the Acting President pro tem· 
pore (Mr. METCALF). 

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore <Mr. METCALF) laid before the Sen
ate the following letters, which were re
f en·ed as indicated: 

REPORT OF THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
A letter from the Comptroller General 

of the United States transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report on the message of the 
President dated September 10, summarizing 
by agency the total budget authority and 
1976 outlay reductions involved in the mes
sage (with an accompanying report); jointly 
pursuant to the order of January 30, 1975, to 
the Committees on Appropriations, Budget, 
Labor and Public Welfare, Finance, and the 
District of Columbia. 

REPORT OF THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 
A letter from the Secretary of Commerce 

transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of 
the National Advisory Committee on Oceans 
and Atmosphere (with an accompanying re
port); to the Committee on Commerce. 

INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS OTHER THAN 
TREATIES 

A letter from the Assistant Legal Adviser 
of the Department of State transmitting. 

pursuant to law, copies of international 
agreement.a other than treaties entered into 
within the past 60 days (with accompanying 
papers); to the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions. 

DISTRIBUTION OF JUDGMENT FUNDS 
A letter from the Commissioner of Indian 

Affairs reporting, pursuant to law, on the 
distribution of judgment funds in the case 
of certain awards to the Ottawa. and Chip
pewa Nation (of Michigan) by the Indian 
Claims Commission; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

REPORT OF THE NATIONAL COMMISSION ON 
LIBRARIES AND INFORMATION SCIENCE 

A letter from the Chairman and Executive 
Director of the National Commission on Li
braries and Information Science transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a report entitled "To
ward a National Program for Library and 
Information Services" (with an accompany
ing report); to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

As in executive session, the following 
executive reports of committees were 
submitted: 

By Mr. INOUYE, from the Committee on 
Commerce: 

Creighton Holden, of Michigan, to be As
sistant Secretary of Commerce for Tourism. 

<The above nomination was reported 
with the recommendation that it be con
firmed, subject to the nominee's commit
ment to respond to requests to appear 
and testify before any duly constituted 
committee of the Senate.) 

L~TRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolution 
were introduced, read the first time and, 
by unanimous consent, the second time, 
and ref erred as indicated: 

By Mr. LONG (for himself and Mr. 
MONDALE): 

S. 2425. A bill to fac111tate and encourage 
the implementation by States of child day 
care services programs conducted pursuant 
to title XX of the Social Security Act, and to 
promote the employment of welfare recipi
ents in the provision of child day care serv
ices. Referred to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. DOLE (for himself, Mr. RmI• 
COFF, and Mr. STAFFORD): 

S. 2426. A bill to establish a reduced rate 
or postage for letters sea.led against inspec· 
tion mailed by private individuals. Referred 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. HELMS: 
S. 2427. A bill to amend the National 

Science Foundation Act of 1950 by provid
ing for a peer review and grants management 
system that is equitable, open, and account
able to the scientific community and to con
gress, and for other purposes. Referred to the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
S. 2428. A bill to amend the Internal Reve· 

nue Code of 1954 to permit an individual who 
is an active participant in a retirement plan 
to claim the deduction for retirement sav
ings for amounts contributed by him to an 
individual retirement account, for au in
dividual retirement annuity, or for a retire
ment bond, to the extent that the amount. 

paid by him or on his behalf under the re
tirement plan does not equal the maximum 
amount of the retirement savings deduction 
to which he would be entitled if he were 
not an active participant in such plan. Re
ferred to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. JACKSON (for himself and 
Mr. FANNIN) (by request) : 

S . 2429. A bill to provide for divestiture 
from the United States of ownership of the 
Mar-A-Lago National Historic Site, Florida, 
and for other purposes. Referred to the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. MAGNUSON: 
S. 2430. A bill to amend the Act of August 

24, 1966, as amended, to assure humane treat
ment of certain animals, and for other pur
poses. Referred to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr'. LONG (for himself and 
Mr. MONDALE): 

S. 2425. A bill to facilitate and en
courage the implementation by States of 
child day care services programs con
ducted pursuant to title XX of the Social 
Security Act, and to promote the employ
ment of welfare recipients in the provi
sion of child day care services. Referred 
to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, on October 
1, new staffing standards for child care 
funded through the Social Security Act 
will go into effect under the social serv
ices legislation enacted last year. The 
new standards will require a great in
crease in the staffing of child care cen
ters. This necessarily means that the cost 
of providing child 1,,ar.e will rise substan
tially. No additional funding, however, 
has been provided to meet these added 
costs. As a result, the bill we enacted last 
year to make social services more easily 
and widely available will have the actual 
effect of limiting the availability of one 
of the most important social services
child care. 

The question of what are the proper 
staffing standards for child care is one 
which bas been debated for a number of 
years and on which there are a variety 
of strongly held positions. While I my
self feel that the requirements in the new 
law go well beyond what is really neces
sary in order to assure a safe and healthy 
environment for children in day care, I 
know that there are those who feel 
equally strongly that these standards do 
not go far enough. What we have in the 
existing legislation that goes into effect 
this October, therefore, represents the 
best compromise that could be worked 
out. The legislation does provide for the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare to undertake an intensive study 
of this problem and, on the basis of that 
study, to make appropriate revisions in 
the standards in 1977. 

Thus it seems to me that both those of 
us who feel that the standards are too 
strict and those who feel that they are 
not strict enough will have to accept the 
existing compromise until better infor
mation becomes available. However, it 
is quite clear that the new standards are 
not going to be met by October 1 and are 
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not going to be met at all unless some 
additional funding is made available to 
enable those who must operate these 
child care programs to hire the required 
additional personnel. Today I am intro
ducing legislation which addresses this 
problem. 

The bill I am introducing will first 
of all defer for 3 months-through De
cember 31 of this year-the imposition 
of any penalties for failure to comply 
with the new child-care standards 1m
der title XX of the Social Security Act. 
While I can understand that those who 
feel that even these standards are inade
quate do not look with favor upon a de
lay in their implementation, I think even 
they must realistically admit that until 
some new money is provided the stand
ards simply cannot be complied with. For 
this reason, my bill allows a modest de
lay in the imposition of penalties in or
der to give the child care providers time 
to staff up using the additional money 
which will be made available under the 
other parts of my bill. 

According to the best estimates avail
able, child care under the social services 
program is currently receiving Federal 
funding at a rate of roughly $500 million 
per year. The impact of the new stand
ards will vary from State to State, but 
it seems reasonable to project that they 
could double the cost of child care. My 
bill would make available to the States 
an additional $500 million per year for 
child care over and above the $2.5 bil
lion now available for social services. Un
der the bill, for the current fiscal year 
only, the amount would be limited to $250 
million. This $500 million for child care 
would be allocated among the States in 
the same way as the $2.5 billion for social 
services, that is, on the basis of State 
population. My bill would also raise the 
Federal matching rate from 75 percent to 
80 percent in the case of child care paid 
for out of this additional $500 million. 

Since child care centers serving both 
welfare and nonwelfare children will 
have to meet the new standards for their 
entire clientele, my bill also gives the 
States authority to use some of this added 
social services money to help child care 
providers keep down the fees charged 
privately placed children. These fees 
would otherwise have to be substantially 
raised because of the new standards. The 
bill would do this by letting States help 
meet the cost of hiring welfare recipients 
to meet the new staffing requirements in 
facilities where at least 30 percent of the 
children have their care funded under 
the social services program. 

Since child care centers under the bill 
could receive a 20-percent tax credit on 
the wages of welfare recipients they em
ploy, the State could use this 20-percent 
credit to meet the non-Federal match
ing .requirements and use part of their 
additional child care funds provided by 
this bill to meet the 80 percent Federal 
share-thus covering the total wage costs 
of the new employees. This provision 
would only be applicable up to the first 
$5,000 of wages paid to each employee. 

Many child care providers are public or 

nonprofit entities which do not benefit 
from the present law 20-percent tax 
credit for hiring welfare recipients be
cause they have no tax liability against 
which to apply the credit. The bill I am 
introducing would remedy that situation 
by providing for a payment equivalent to 
the 20-percent tax credit in the case of 
public and nonprofit entities providing 
child care. Thus these providers would 
also be eligible for the additional State 
funding provided under other provisions 
of the bill for child care providers who 
employ welfare recipients. 

The bill I am introducing today pro
vides a comprehensive answer to the 
problems raised by the new social services 
legislation in the child care area. It pre
vents the unrealistic imposition of penal
ties during the next 3 months when, for 
lack of funds, the new standards really 
cannot be complied with. But it makes it 
possible for these standards to be com
plied with after the 3-month delay by 
providing additional funding through an 
increase in the amount of social services 
money available and through an adjust
ment in the tax credit for hiring welfare 
recipients. And it does all this in a way 
which serves the important additional 
goal of providing employment opportuni
ties for a large number of welfare moth
ers. This can mean a substantial increase 
in income available to the families headed 
by these mothers as well as utilizing their 
talents in expanding the availability of 
child care. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the RECORD the text 
of the bill, a summary of its provisions, 
and a table which shows the additional 
child care funds which it would make 
available to each State. 

There being no objection, the bill and 
material were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

s. 2425 
A bill to facilitate and encourage the imple

mentation by States of child day care serv
ices programs conducted pursuant to title 
XX of the Social Security Act, and to pro
mote the employment of welfare recipients 
in the provision of child day care services 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) the 
Congress finds and declares--

( 1) That the Social Services Amendments 
of 1974 set standards for child care under 
the Social Security Act which will require 
many child care providers to substantially 
incree..se their staff over existing levels; 

(2) That in such cases compliance with 
these standards will require a substantial in
crease in the present level of expenditures 
for child care; and 

(3) That adequate funding to meet these 
additional child care expenditures required 
by the Social Services Amendments of 1974 
is not presently available. 

(b) It is therefore the purpose of this 
Act to provide the additional funding which 
will make possible the implementation of 
the new child care standards without severe
ly curtailing the availability of child care 
services. 

SEC. 2. Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law, no Federal funds to which a State 
is otherwise entitled, with respect to expend
itures made during the calendar quarter 
ending December 31, 1975, under title IV or 

title XX of the Social Security Act, shall be 
withheld or denied on account of failure to 
comply with any · requirements imposed by 
section 2002(a) (9) of such Act, any regula
tions promulgated thereunder, or by section 
3(f) of the Social Services Amendments of 
1974. 

SEC. 3. (a) For purposes of title XX of the 
Social Security Act, the amount of the lim
itation (imposed by section 2002(a) (2) of 
such Act which is applicable to any State 
for any fiscal year, shall be deemed to be 
equal to whichever of the following is the 
lesser: 

(1) an amount equal to 120 per centum of 
the amount of such limitation for such year 
(as determined without regard to this sec
tion), or, 

(2) an amount equal to (A) 100 per 
centum of such limitation for such year (as 
determined without regard to this section), 
plus (B) an amount equal to the sum of 
(i) 80 per centum of the total amount of 
expenditures (I) which are made during 
such fiscal year in connection with the pro
vision of any child day care service, and 
(II) with respect to which payment is au
thorized to be made to the State under such 
title for such fiscal year, and (ii) the aggre
gate of the amounts of the grants, made by 
the State during such fiscal year, to which 
the provisions of subsection (c) (1) are 
applicable. 

(b) The additional Federal funds which 
become payable to any State for any fiscal 
year by reason of the provisions of subsec
tion (a) shall, to the maximum extent that 
the State determines to be feasible, be em
ployed in such a way as to increase the 
employment of welfare recipients and other 
low-income persons in jobs related to the 
provision of child day care services. 

(c) (1) Subject to paragraph (2), sums 
granted; during any quarter, by a State to 
a qualified provider of child day care serv
ices (as defined in paragraph (3)) with re
spect to one or more child day care facilities 
of such provider shall be deemed, for pur
poses of title XX of the Social Security Act, 
to constitute expenditures made by the 
State, in accordance with the requirements 
and conditions imposed by such Act, for the 
provision of services directed at one or more 
of the goals set forth in clauses (A) through 
(E) of the first sentence of ~ction 2002 
(a) (1) of such Act. With respect to sums 
to which the preceding sentence is applica
ble (after application of the provisions of 
paragraph (2)), the figure "75", as con
tained in the first sentence of section 2002 
(a) ( 1) of such Act, shall be deemed to read 
"100". 

(2) The provisions of paragraph (1) shall 
not be applicable-

( A) to the amount, if any, by which the 
aggregate of the sums (as described in such 
paragraph) granted during any fiscal year 
exceeds the amount by which such State's 
limitation (as referred to in subsection (a)) 
is increased pursuant to such subsection for 
such fiscal year, and 

(B) to the amount, if any, by which the 
aggregate of the sums (as described in para
graph (1)) granted to any particular quali
fied provider of child day care services, dur
ing any taxable year of such provider, ex
ceeds an amount equal to 400 percent of the 
amount of the tax credit which is allow
able to such provider for the taxable year 
under section 40 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954 (or the amount of a payment 
in lieu of credit under section 50A {e) of 
such Code) with respect to the Federal wel
fare recipient employment incentive expenses 
for individuals employed by such provider in 
jobs related to the provision of child day 
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care services in the facility or facilities with 
respect to which such sums were granted. 

(3) For purposes of this subsection, the 
term "qualified provider of child day care 
services", when used in reference to a recipi
ent of a grant by a State, includes a pro
vider of such services only if, of the total 
n umber of children receiving such services 
from such provider in the facility with re
spect to which the grant is made, at least 30 
per centum thereof have some or all of the 
costs for the child day care services so fur
nished to them by such provider paid for 
under the State•s services program con
ducted pursuant to title XX of the Social 
Secm·ity Act. 

(d) (1) In the administ ration of title XX 
of the Social Security Act, the figure "75", 
as contained in the first sentence of section 
2002(a) (1) of such Act, shall, subject to 
paragraph (2), be deemed to read "80" for 
purposes of applying such sentence to ex
penditures made by a State for the provi
sion of child day care services. 

(2) The total amount of the Federal pay
ments which may be paid to any State for 
any fiscal year under title XX of the Social 
Security Act, with the application of the 
provisions of paragraph ( 1), shall not ex
ceed an amount equal to the excess (if any) 
of-

( A) the amount by which such State's 
limitation (as referred to in subsection (a)) 
is increased pursuant to such subsection for 
such fiscal year, over 

(B) the aggregate of the amounts of the 
grants, made by the State during such fiscal 
year, to which the provisions of subsection 
(c) (1) are applicable. 

( e) In applying the provisions of para
graph (1) of subsection (a) of this section 
with respect to the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1976, the figure "120" shall be deemed 
to be "110". 

SEc. 4. (a) Section 50A of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to amount 
of credit for work incentive program ex
penses) is amended-

( l) by striking out subsection (a) (6) and 
inserting in lieu thereof the following: 

" (6) Limitations with respect to certain 
eligible employees.-

" (A) Nonbusiness eligible employees.
Notwithstandtng paragraph (1), the credit 
allowed by section 40 with respect to Fed
eral welfare recipient employment incen
tive expenses paid or incurred by the tax
payer during the t'lxable year to an eligible 
employee whose services are not performed 
in connection with a trade or business of 
the taxpayer shall not exceed $1,000. 

"(B) Child day care services eligible em
ployees.-Notwithstanding paragraph (1) , 
the credit allowed by section 40 with re
spect to Federal welfa1·e recipient employ
ment incentive expenses paid or incurred 
by the taxpayer dm·ing the taxable year to 
an eligible employee whose ser vices are per
formed in connection with a child day care 
services program, conducted by the tax
payer, shall not exceed $1,000.", and 

(2) by adding at the en d thereof the fol
lowing new subsection: 

" ( e) Payment in Lieu of Credit t o Tax 
Exempt Organizations.-

" ( 1) In general.-In the case of a State, 
any politic-al subdivision thereof, and any 
organization described in section 501 ( c), 
which is exempt from tax under section 501 
(a) for the taxable year, the Secretary shall 
pay to each such government, subdivision, 
or organization which files a form during the 
calendar year in the form, manner, and at 
the time prescribed by the Secretary or his 
delegate by regulations, an amount deter
mined under paragraph (2). The Secretary 
shall make such payment as soon as possible 
after the receipt of such form. 

"(2) Amount of payment.- The amounli 

payable to a State, subdilvision, or organIBa.
tion (hereafter referred to as 'tax exempt 
entities' under subsection (a) for the cal
endar year shall be equal to the amount of 
credit which such tax exempt entities would 
if they were liable for tax under this chap• 
ter, be allvwed under section 40, determined 
under section 50A and 50B disregarding para.
graphs (2) thTough (5) of section 50A(a), 
for Federal welfare recipient employment in
centive expenses paid or incurred by such 
entity during such year to an eligible em
ployee whose services aire performed in con
nection with a child day care services pro
gram of such entity. 

"(3) Repayment.-If an entity which re
ceives a payment under paragraph (1) takes 
any action which would result in an increase 
of its tax under subse<Jtions (c) or (d) of 
section 50A if such entity were liable for 
tax under this chapter, then such entity shall 
be liable to the Secretary or his delegate for 
an amount equal to the increa~d amount of 
tax which would be imposed under such sub
sections. 

"(4) Treatment as overpayment of tax.
For purposes of any law of the United States, 
including section 101 of the Terasury De· 
partment Appropriation Act of 1950, any pay
ment made under this section shall be con
sidered to be a refund of an overpayment of 
the tax im!)osed under this chapter .... 

(b) Section 50B(a) (2) of such Code (re
lating to definitions; special rules) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(2) Definition.-For purposes of this sec
tion, the term 'Federal welfare recipient em
ployment incentive expenses• means the 
amount of wages paid or incurred by the 
taxpayer for services rendered to the tax
payer by an eligible employee-

"(A) before July 1, 1976, or 
"(B) in the case of an eligible employee 

whose services are performed in connection 
with a child day ca.re services program of the 
taxpayer, before January 1, 1981." 

(c) The amendments made by tbds sec
tion with respect to Federal welfare recipient 
employment incentive expenses paid or in
curred by the taxpayer to a.n eligible em
ployee whose services are performed 1n con
nection with a child day care services pro
gram of the taxpayer sha.11 apply to such ex
penses pa.id or incurred by a taxpayer to an 
eligible employee, whom such taxpayer hires 
after September 30, 1975. 

SUMMARY OF PROVISIONS 

SECTION 1. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE 

The first section of the bill states that the 
Congress finds that the Social Services legis
lation enacted in 1974 includes child care 
standards which will require many child care 
providers to incur added expenditures for 
which no funding is presently available and 
that it is the purpose of this bill to make 
the additional funding available so that the 
new child care standards can be complied 
with. 
SECTIO N 2 . THREE MONTH-DELAY IN EFFECTIVE 

DATE OF STANDARDS 

The secon d section of the bill provides that 
Federal mat ching funds may not be withheld 
with respect to expenditures during the last 
3 months of 1975 because those expenditures 
are for child care which does not meet the 
standards required by Title XX. 
SECTION 3. ADDITIONAL FUNDS TO ENABLE TITLE 

XX STANDARDS TO BE MET 

Section 3 (a) increases the $2.5 billion 
limit on Federal funding for social services 
programs by $500 million. The added funds 
are available only for matching State child 
care expenditures and a.re allocated among 
the States on a. population bas is (as is the 
$2.5 billion in current law). 

Section 3 (b) requires that the funds made 
available under section 3 (a) be used in 

such a way as to increase the employment 
of welfare recipients and other low-income 
persons in child care related jobs to the 
maximum extent feasible as determined by 
the Staites. 

Section 3 (c) permits States to use a l 9.rt 
of their share of the addit ional $500 m11lion 
provided by section 3 (a) to make grant to 
providers of child care to assist them with 
the costs of employing welfare recipients in 
order to meet the higher staffing require
ments mandated by title XX. Such grants 
could be made only to child care providers 
where at least 30 percent of the children 
cared for have all or part of their care funded 
through ihe State's title XX social services 
program. The grants would be payable for 
employees with respect to whom the child 
care p rovider is eligible -for the welfare re· 
cipient employment-tax credit under section 
50A of the Internal Revenue Code. The 
amount of the grant could be 80 percent of 
the employees' wages which in combination 
with the 20 percent tax credit would fully 
meet t he cost of wages except that both the 
tax credit and Stg,te grant would apply only 
to the first $5,000 of wages. The cost of the 
State grant would be met fully with Federal 
funds (within the State's share of the addi
tional $500 million) since the 20 percent 
covered by the tax credit would be considered 
to meet the matching requirement. 

Section 3 ( d) would increase the Federal 
social services matching, as it applies to child 
care costs, from 75 percent to 80 percent but 
only for those expenditures funded out of the 
State's share of the additional $500 million 
made available under section 3(a). 

Section 3(e) would limit the additional 
funding to $250 million in the first fiscal 
year (fiscal 1976) since less than a full fis
cal year remains. 
SECTION 4. EXTENSION OF WELFARE RECIPIENT 

EMPLOYMENT INCENTIVE TAX CREDIT TO PUB
LIC AND NONPROFIT CHILD CARE PROVIDERS 

Section 4 (a) would make available to pub-
lic and nonprofit providers of child care a 
payment equivalent to the 20 percent t ax 
credit which private businesses can now re
ceive for employing welfare recipients. This 
credit does not benefit public and nonprofit 
providers because they have no tax liability 
to apply it against. This section would also 
limit the applicability of the 20 percent tax 
credit (and the equivalent payment to public 
and nonprofit providers) to the first $5000 of 
wages per employee in the case of individuals 
employed for child care. This is similar to a 
limitation already in the law with respect to 
persons employed in domestic and other 
household occupations. 

Section 4(b) would make the tax credit 
for employing welfare recipients and the pay
ment in lieu of the credit for public and 
nonprofit providers of child care available for 
ft ve yea.rs (through 1980) in the case of indi
viduals employed in connection with child 
care. 

Section 4(c) would make the changes with 
respect to the tax credit and equivalent pay
ments applicable to welfare recipients em · 
ployed by child care providers after Septem
ber 30, 1975. 
Estimated Addit ional Social Services F u ndi?tg 

fol" Child Care 1 

Alaballla - - -- -- ---- - - - -- -- -- -----
Alaska -------------------------
Arizona - ------ - ·-- ------ - - - -----
Arkansas ------- - ---------- --- ---
California -·-- - ----- ------------ -
Colorado ---- - ------------------
Connecticut ---------------------
Delaware ------------------------District of Columbia _____________ _ 

Florida. --------- ----------------
C3eorgia. ------------------------
Hawaii -------------------------· 

Fvotnotes at end of table. 

llfillions 
$8. 450 

0.800 
4.900 
4.850 

49. 100 
5.800 
7.350 
1.350 
1. 800 

18.300 
11.400 
2.000 
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Estimated Ad<UUonal Social Servkes Funding 

for Child Care-Continued 

Ida.ho --------------------------
Illinois --------------------------
Indiana ------------------------
Iowa ---------------------------
K:ansas --------------------------
X:entucky ----------------------
Louisiana -----------------------
!Aalne --------------------------
Maryland -----------------------
!Aassachusetts -------------------
Michigan ----------------------
Minnesota ---------------------
Mississippi ---------------------
Missouri -----------------------
Montana -----------------------
?-7ebraska -----------------------
Nevada -------------------------
New Hampshire------------------
New JerseY-----------------------
New l\1:exlco----------------------
New York------------------------North Carolina. __________________ _ 
North Dakota ___________________ _ 

Ohio ---------------------------
Oklahonia -----------------------
Oregon --------------------------
Pennsylvania -------------------
Rhode Island-------------------
South Carolina------------------
South Dakota--------------------
Tennessee ----------------------
Texas --------------------------
'Utah ---------------------------
Verxnont -----------------------
Virginia -------------------------
Washington --------------------
West Virginia--------------------
Wlsconsin ----------------------
WyoDling ------------------------

$1. 850 
26.'160 
12.650 
6.900 
5.450 
7.950 
8.950 
2.450 
9.700 

13.850 
21.550 

9.300 
5.450 

11.350 
1.700 
3.650 
1.300 
1.900 

17.550 
2.650 

43.500 
12.550 
1. 500 

25.550 
6.350 
5.300 

28.350 
2.300 
6.500 
1.650 
9.850 

28.100 
2.750 
1.100 

11.450 
8.150 
4.300 

10. 900 
0.850 

----
Total --------------------- $500.000 

1 Under s. 2425, the amounts available in 
fiscal year 1976 would be one-half of the full 
fiscal year am.aunts shown ln this table. 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I rise 
to join the distinguished chairman of 
the Committee on Finance <Mr. LoNG) 
in the introduction of a bill concerning 
child care programs funded under title 
XX of the Social Security Act. This bill 
is designed to provide the funding neces
sary to assure that these child care pro
grams can meet the child care stand
ards now scheduled to take effect this 
week. 

As my colleagues remember, the social 
services legislation enacted last year re
quired that the existing Federal inter
agency day care requirements-with 
several modifications and new staffing 
standiuds for children under age 3 in 
day care centers-be enforced beginning 
October 1, 1975, with respect to pro
grams funded under title XX. The legis
lation required specifically that funding 
be terminated for any program or pro
grams which did not meet these st'.lnd
ards. 

These standards-especially their 
staffing r2.tios-have been the subject of 
debate in the Senate several times during 
the past few years. They were debated 
and modified at the time the Senate 
passed the social services legislation last 
year, and while some people believe those 
standards as modified are too weak, and 
others believe they are too strong, they 
represent the best compromise we could 
reach. 

Although the original Federal inter
agency day care requirements have 
been in effect for all federally assisted 

ehlld care programs since 1968, the 
prospect that they would be enforced as 
modified beginning October 1 of this 
year has created growing concern on 
the part of many child care providers 
and many States which administer these 
programs. It is now recognized that 
many existing programs simply do not 
meet these requirements, and that strict 
enforcement would require closing many 
programs, reducing the number of chil
dren served so the adult-child ratio 
would improve, or substantially increas
ing the costs of operating them. Yet, 
since no funds were provided to help 
meet the costs of the additional staff 
needed, the result 1n almost all cases 
would be that fewer children could be 
served. 

Thus, we are now faced with a diffi
cult situation, and I believe that the 
record should show the reasons for it. 
Part of the reason is that the standards 
scheduled to take effect this week specify 
staffing ratios for children under age 3 in 
child care centers-a category for which 
no ratios were specified before. Obviously, 
these new requirements mean that some 
programs will have to improve their level 
of care to meet these ratios, and this 
will require additional resources which 
have not been provided. 

Another part of the reason we face 
this difficulty today is that the Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare 
has never enforced the requirements that 
have existed. Even though these Federal 
Interagency Day Care Requirements 
have been in effect since 1968, HEW has 
made no effort to assure compliance. In
deed, even when HEW's own audit con
ducted last year revealed that over half 
of the programs audited were in viola
tion of the required standards, no en
forcement action was taken. There is no 
excuse for this record of neglect. 

Regardless of the reasons for the dif
ficulties we face today, the question be
fore us is what we should do now and 
for the future. The House of Representa
tives is considering this issue, and is 
scheduled to take action today which 
would postpone for 6 months the require
ment that child care centers meet the 
staffing standards for children between 
6 weeks and 6 months. 

Yet, postponing these requirements 
does nothing to assure that the chil
dren we are concerned about will be in 
safe and healthy environments. It does 
nothing to encourage and make it pos
sible for programs to come into com
pliance. It simply puts off for 6 months 
the problems we are facing today, with 
no hope of remedying the problems in 
the interim, and no reason to believe that 
we will be in any better position to deal 
with them then than we are now. 

What we need to do instead-and what 
this bill would do-is to provide the 
funds necessary for child care programs 
to come in compliance over the short 
term. 

Thus, this legislation would make 
available to States an additional $250 
million for child care for the remainder 
of this fiscal year-and an additional 
$500 million for succeeding years-on top 
of the $2.5 billion currently available for 
social services. 

These additional funds for child care 
would be allocated among the States on 
the basis of State papulation in the same 
way as the $2.5 billion for social services 
is now allocated. And, the Federal 
matching rate would be raised from 75 
percent to 80 percent for child care paid 
out of this new funding. 

In order to provide additional help to 
programs which need to add staff in 
order to meet these standards, and to 
keep the fees down for the nonwelf are 
children served by centers serving both 
welfare and nonwelf are children, this 
bill provides a 20 percent tax credit on 
the first $5,000 of wages paid to welfare 
recipients employed in child care cen
ters under this funding. And, very im
portantly, the bill provides a payment 
equivalen~ to this 20 percent tax credit 
for the same purpose to public and non
profit providers of day care who have no 
tax liability against which to apply a 
credit. This tax credit or the payment 
equivalent to it would be available only 
to programs in which at least 30 percent 
of the chlldren cared for have all or part 
of their care funded through the title XX 
program. 

Finally, this bill provides a 3-month 
delay-until December 30, 1975-in the 
imposition of any penalties for violation 
of the child care standards. This modest 
delay is provided in order to give child 
care programs an opportunity to come 
into compliance by using the additional 
funds the bill provides-rather than 
taking action this week which would 
force them to close down or cut back on 
the number of chlldren they serve be
fore the necessary funds become avail
able. 

Mr. President, I strongly support the 
basic objectives of the bill which Senator 
LoNG is introducing today, and am 
pleased to join him as a sponsor of it. I 
believe it represents a fair and respon
sible approach to solving the immediate 
problems we face today by making it 
possible--through the provision of ad
ditional funds-for child care programs 
to come into compliance with the child 
care standards over the next 3 months. 

By Mr. DOLE <for himself, Mr. 
RmICOFF, and Mr. STAFFORD): 

S. 2426. A bill to establish a reduced 
rate of postage for letters sealed against 
inspection mailed by private individuals. 
Referred to the Committee on Post Of
fice and Civil Service. 
POSTAL RATE RELIEF FOR THE PRIVATE CITIZEN 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, last week 
the U.S. Postal Service r.J.ed a request 
with the Postal Rate Commission to in
crease first-class postage rates to 13 
cents within the next 4 months. This is 
the third postal rate increase proposed 
by the Service since Congress passed the 
Postal Reorganization Act of 1970, and it 
will reflect a 11 7-percen t increase in the 
price of first-class postage stamps in less 
than 5 years. In January 1971, the Amer
ican public was paying 6 cents to mail 
a letter weighing up to 1 ounce; by 
January 1976, the public will pay 13 
cents for the same purpose. Fortunately, 
few other consumer products or services 
has registered quite such a dramatic in-
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crease--percenta.ge wtse--in 
space of time. 

so short a lation to call a halt to unending increases 

Each time the postage rate has risen, 
the public has breathed a sigh of resig
nation and renewed its hope that this 
would be the final plateau, at least for 
the foreseeable future. But no sooner 
has the public exhaled, it seems, and 
postage rates have gone up again. At this 
point, it can honestly be said that there 
is no end in sight to rising postal costs 
for the private citizen. Some observers 
now predict that the price of a first-class 
stamp may well rise to 15 cents, 17 cents, 
or 20 cents within the next few years. 

In blunt recognition of the possibility 
of "mail rates getting out beyond the 
reach of a large spectrum of the citizenry 
of this country," the General Counsel of 
the U.S. Postal Service suggested to the 
House Subcommittee on Postal Service 
last March that it "might want to give 
some thought to what could be called a 
citizen mail subsidy, a subsidy for indi
vidual mail, rather than for c-0mpany 
mail, for what is so of ten called in this 
r oom 'Aunt Minnie' mail ... " the counsel 
speculated that Congress might "have a 
very interesting time analyzing the 
possibilities of that. And I suggest it in 
case you want to give it further 
consideration." 

PUBLIC INTEREST AT STAKE 

Mr. President, I too, have been con
cerned about the impact of ever-increas
ing postage rates on "Aunt Minnie"--on 
every private citizen in this country who 
still uses the mail to communicate with 
others·anu to handle his private business. 
The drastic inflation of postage rates has 
hit the individual hard, particularly 
those in rural areas who rely heavily 
upon mail service to keep in touch with 
distant kin and to perform daily busi
ness transactions. The citizen who regu
larly orders products and pays his bills 
by mail; who still sends greeting cards 
to relatives and friends; and who takes 
the time to write his Seuator or Con
gressman, knows full well the value of 
a postage stamp today. As one commen
tator keenly observed: "Nowadays, when 
a person begins his letter with 'Dear,' he 
really means it." 

For years, Congress has regularly sub
sidized certain types and classes of mail 
for commercial and institutional mailers, 
to "soften" the impact of rate increases. 
Such "phase-in" subsidies for second
class rates, third-class r.onprofit mailers, 
and fourth-class special and library rates 
are authorized through 1980 and 1988, 
depending upon subclass. Whether or not 
first-class postage rates serve to subsidize 
reduced commercial rates-a,s some 
have speculated-there is no question 
about the fact that the taxpayer has 
helped subsidize discount mailers indi
rectly through annual appropriations. 

My purpose is not to criticize special
rate mailers; the Postal Service estab
lished rate structures with the purpose 
of maintaining an adequate volume of 
business from these sources. Many of 
them provide valuable services to the 
public. But I do think it is time that equal 
consideration be given to the interests 
of private mailers as well. It is with that 
intent that I am today introducing legis-

in postage rates for the private indi
vidual. 

RELIEF FOR PRIVATE MAILER 

The Private Individuals' Postal Rate 
Relief Act of 1975 will establish a maxi
mum rate of 10 cents per ounce for let
ters of private individuals which are 
sealed against inspection. This will in
clude all first-class mail--such as notes, 
messages, cards, payments, et cetera
which is of domestic origin and which is 
mailed by private citizens. But corpora
tions, companies, associations, partner
ships, institutions, organizations, and 
governmental units are specifically ex
cluded from its provisions. 

This legislation is designed to be just 
what its title implies: A "relief" measure 
for private citizens who are becoming 
increasingly burdened because they are 
expected to bear the brunt of rising post
al costs. We are all aware of the fi
nancial difficulties encountered by the 
semi-independent Postal Service, and I 
believe it is a problem which both Con
gress and the service must confront to
gether, in seeking a practical solution. 
It is time we all face up to the fact that 
the solution does not lie in constantly 
increasing postage rates for the indi
vidual. Five years of experience, and a 
ballooning postal deficit, have taught us 
that. The fact is that every time postal 
rates rise, mail volume goes down, thus 
adding to the service's :financial prob
lems. The seriousness with which both 
Congress and the Postal Service are cur
rently searching for solutions is clearly 
evident in the preoccupation by the 
House with a postal reform bill of sorts 
<H.R. 8603>, and in the Postmaster Gen
eral's recent remarks before the national 
postal forum IX here in Washington. 

There are several reasons for the 
drastic increase in the postal service 
budget. Certainly, the inflationary rise in 
labor and capital costs have been major 
factors. Labor costs, which account for 
approximately 85 percent of the Postal 
Service's annual budget, recently soared 
even higher with the promulgation of a 
new 3-year contract for postal employees. 
Under the terms of this contract, em
ployees receive a flat $1,500 raise over the 
duration of the contract, in addition to 
six cost-of-living raises of undetermined 
value. Furthermore, the continuation of 
a "no layoff" clause for all 600,000 postal 
workers adds up to a reasonable con
clusion that we cannot expect any de
crease in postal service labor costs dur
ing the next 3 years. Two recent articles 
have appeared in the Washington Post, 
which describe more fully the relation
ship between the postal labor contract 
and rising postage rates, and I ask that 
they be printed in full at the completion 
of my remarks. 

RURAL SERVICE DETERIORATES 

At the same time that rates have risen, 
the public has been asked to accept cer
tain sacrifices in service. Rural areas in 
particular, have been the victims of post 
office closings, delayed mail deliveries, 
route consolidations, suspension of week
end service, and other curtailments-at 
the same time that rural residents are 
expected to bear their full share of post-

age costs and tax payments for postal 
service appropriations. It is not difficult 
to understand the outrage of constituents 
who are powerless to infiuence the poli
cies of a service which is so vital to their 
daily activities. 

I believe that this legislation, if ap
proved by Congress, will be a first step 
toward restoring the traditional con
cept of postal service as a "public serv
ice." Congress will be taking a look at 
many aspect.a of current postal problems 
in the months ahead, but it can begin to 
rectify matters in the public interest by 
stabilizing postage costs for the "little 
guy," who accounts for some 15 percent 
of the total mail volume each year. 

Some of the technical mechanisms for 
implementation and administration of 
the Postal Rate Relief Act can best be 
devised at a later stage through discus
sions between Congress and Postal Serv
ice officials. Whether the Postal Service 
deficit should be met through increased 
congressional subsidies or through redis
tribution of postage costs is a matter best 
left to later discussions focused on the 
:financial situation of the Postal Service. 
The immediate and primary purpose of 
this legislation is to provide a measure of 
relief from unending postal rate in
creases for the private citizen. 

With respect to enforcement of this 
special-rate mailing privilege, I h ave 
included in my bill a pi·ovision to estab
lish civil penalties for unauthorized use 
of the private citizens' rate. The Postal 
Service is thereby empowered to bring 
civil action against any nonauthorized 
use of the privilege, and the violator is 
subject to a fine for each violation. In 
some respects, enforcement of this 
restriction is governed by an "honor 
code," much as the use of any other 
special permit or discount mailing rate 
is subject to the assumed integrity of the 
mailer. But the ratio of monetary risk at 
stake-a 3-cent savings as compared to a 
possible $2,500 fine-should serve to dis
courage willful violation by unauthor
ized persons or institutions. Furthermore, 
either the recipient of such mail, or 
postal officials-by means of ordinary 
"cover scanning"-would be capable of 
pointing out violations. 

This bill is not designed to enter or to 
resolve the continuing debate over the 
wisdom of congressional appropriations 
for postal service. Neither is it designed 
to once again put Congress in charge of 
ratemak:ing responsibilities. The Postal 
Service and the Postal Rate Commission 
will still have the authority under Public 
Law 91-375 to recommend and imple
ment various postage rates for various 
types of mailers and classes of mail. Only 
materials mailed by private individuals 
and sealed against inspection according 
to postal regulations, will be regulated as 
a result of this measure. 

AUNT MINNIE LOSING PATIENCE 

I hope that the Members of this Con
gress are ready to face the problem of 
soaring privt.te mailing costs. If I judge 
the mood of "Aunt Minnie" correctly, 
she is rapidly losing her patience with 
ever-increasing postage rates. Only a 
drastic loss in mall volume, and more 
serious economic straits lie in store for 
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a postal system that pushes her to her 
limit of tolerance. I am hopeful that the 
Senate Post Office and Civil Service Com
mittee will take early and favorable 
action on this legislation to protect the 
interests of the individual mail user. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill and the two 
articles from the Washington Post be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill and 
articles were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

s. 2426 
Be it enacted, by the Senate ancL House of 

.Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled,, 

SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 
"Private Individuals' Postal Rate Relief Act 
of 1975". 

SEC. 2. Section 3626 of title 39, United 
States Code is amended by designating the 
existing text of § 3626 as subsection (a) and 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new subsections: 

" ( b) The rate of postage for letters of 
private indiViduals within any class of mail 
maintained by the Postal Service for trans
mission of letters sealed against inspection 
shall not exceed ten cents per ounce per 
letter. In the event that on the effective 
date of this subsection existing permanent 
or temporary rates exceed ten cents per ounce 
per letter, the Postal Service shall place 
reduced rates into effect within 100 days. 

"(c) As used in subsection (b) of this 
section, the term "letters of private U:
dlviduals" means letters of domestic origin 
that are mailed by private individuals and 
bear such evidence of being letters of in
dividuals as the Postal Service may prescribe 
by reasonable regulations adopted in accord
ance with section 553 of title 5, United States 
Code; but shall not include any letter mailed 
by any corporation, company, business, asso
ciation, proprietorship, :>rofessional entity, 
partnership, institution, organization, or 
governmental unit.". 

SEc. 3. Chapter 36 of title 39, United States 
Code, is amended by adding after section 
3628 the following new section: 
§ 3629. Civil penalties for use of private in

dividuals' reduced rate without au
thorization 

"(a) Except for private individuals as per
mitted by law, no person (including corpor
ations, companies, businesses, associations, 
proprietorships, professional entitles, part
nerships, institutions, and governmental 
units) shall mail any letter on which the 
postage paid Is the reduced rate applicable 
to letters of private individuals under rection 
3626 of this title. 

•• (b) Whoever Violates subsection (a) of 
this section shall be subject to a civil pen
alty of $2,500 for each violation. In deter
mining the number of violations for which 
penalties may be assessed, where the violator 
has acted knowingly and willfully, each let
ter mailed shall be treated as a separate vio
lation. 

"(c) The Postal Service, by its attorneys, 
may commence a civil action in a district 
court of the United States against any per
son, partnership, corporation, or other busi
ners or non-business entity which violates 
subsection (a) of this section. Such actions 
ma.y be brought in the district wherein any 
act constituting the violation occurred or 
1n the district where the defendant is an 
inhabitant or transacts business, and pro
ces.s in such actions may be served in the 
district in which the action is brought and 
in any other district of which the defendant 
is an inhabitant or in which the defendant 
transacts business. Further, district court 
subpoenas for witnesses may run into ::my 
other district.". 

[From the Washington Post, July 24, 1975) 
THE FEDERAL DIARY; POSTAGE STAMP MAY 

COST 16 CENTS 
(By Mike Causey) 

The price of a first-class postage stamp, 
now a dime, could climb to 16 cents or more 
over the next two years as the U.S. Postal 
Service scratches for funds to feed Itself. 

Although both sides are downplaying the 
price tag, the tentative contract between the 
USPS and its 600,000 workers for the next 
three years could cost the stamp-buying 
public $1.8 billion a year by 1978. 

The wage-fringe package tentatively 
cleared Monda.y calls for 10 postal pay raises 
over the next three years. Four of the in
creases would be flat .. up front" increases 
worth $1,500 each to employees over the life 
of the contract. 

The big money item is certain to be the 
six open-end pay raises that the USPS has 
promised ea.ch of its employees, based on the 
rate of inflation. Those boosts easily could 
drive the wage-fringe package well over the 
$1 billion that has been used by some officials 
and union leaders in background discussions 
of cost. 

In the just-expired two-year contract be
tween the USPS and its unions, workers got 
two flat pay raises, but the big money came 
from four cost-of-living increases. They 
turned out to be worth several hundred dol
lars more than the negotiated flat increases. 

The new agreement, if union members ap
prove it, guarantees even larger pay raises 
over the next three years and six, rather than 
four, additional increases tied directly to the 
cost of living. The news yesterday that the 
Consumer Price Index for June jumped 
8/lOths of 1 per cent indicates that infla
tion has not gone a.way, and means postal 
workers could be due a sizable COL raise 
in November. After that they will get infia
tion-triggered raises each May and Novem
ber through 1978, in addition to four reg
ularly scheduled pay Increases. 

Even before they agreed to the wage-fringe 
benefit package, postal officials said they 
would have to raise first-class rates to 13 
cents this year. With mail volume dropping, 
and the Postal Service projecting a $591 
million loss this year even with higher rates, 
the price of stamps has nowhere to go but up. 

According to USPS figures, a 1-cent rise 
in first-class rates generates $600 m1llion in 
additional revenue. With volume down-and 
it might drop further when the 13-cent 
stamp becomes a reality-postal offi.cials feel 
that short of a massive subsidy from Con
gress, which they say they don't want, rates 
will have to go up to make up for the volume 
drop caused by, of all things, higher rates. 

[From the Washington Post, August 23, 1975] 
THE FEDERAL DIARY: PACT GIVES PUBLIC $1 

BILLION LICKING 
(By Mike Causey) 

Top postal officials now confirm our earlier 
estimate that the new contract-which union 
members are rushing to endorse-will cost 
the stamp buying public an additional 
$1 billion plus per year. 

U .s. Postal Service officials downplayed the 
billion-dollar estimate during contract nego
tiations because they didn't want to be 
accused of giving away the store. 

When other reporters checked with postal 
financial experts for confirmation of our $1 
billion figure, they were told it was "a guess" 
and that the final package would be much 
less costly. 

Now that it has been agreed to by the 
USPS, and union members are backing it 
better than 2 to 1, officia:s concede it will run 
$1 billion, if not more. 

The contract won by the unions, using the 
threat of an illegal strike, has four main fea
tures, any two of which private unions or 
other government workers would be glad to 
have. 

Phase one of the contract is the "up !ront" 
money. It guarantees each of the 600,000 
workers pay raises-no matter whether postal 
profits are up or down (and they are now 
down)-of $400 retroactive to last July, an
other $250 a year increase for each employee 
in March, then a $25 boost in November, 1976, 
and a flat $60-0 on July 21, 1977. 

Postal officials insisted on "back-loading" 
the contract with the biggest single salary 
increase coming last. But the guaranteed 
wage package amounts to $1,500 for each of 
the service's 600,000 plus workers. 

In addition to improving straight salary, 
that wlll increase the value of their annual 
leave, overtime, life insurance (in some cases} 
and retirement. 

Phase two of the contract contains six 
guaranteed cost-of-living raises, equal to a 
1 cent an hour pay boost for every four
tenths of a point (not per cent) rise in the 
Consumer Price Index. During the just con
cluded two-year contract, postal workers 
got four cost-of-living raises worth $1,310. 

The cost-of-living raises provided in the 
new union-management agreement will be 
paid in November, 1975; May and November, 
1976; May and November, 1977, and the last 
one in May, 1978. Postal officials agree that 
the value of those six open-end raises could 
easily exceed the flat $1,500 guaranteed each 
employee in the wage package. 

Phase three of the postal contract, which 
will be financed by higher stamp prices, calls 
for the Postal Service to pay 75 per cent (it 
now pays 65 per cent) of the employees' 
health insurance premium tap. This will raise 
postal costs and increase take-home pay of 
most v1orkers. 

Phase four includes the major issue, which 
the U.S. Postal Service said it would not give 
in to, but did it. It is the continuation, for 
three years, of the no-layoff pledge. Without 
it the rapidly automating postal service 
would have been able to fire thousands of 
woJ,"kers whom lt hoped to replace witb 
optical scanners, letter-sorting machines, new 
facllities and other equipment. 

In addition, the USPS automatically im
proved the future pensions and overtime pay 
of its workers by agreeing to allow the $1,130 
living cost raise received over the past two 
years to be counted as part of base salary. 

The American Postal Workers Union mag
azine says that while the no-layoff clause was 
the most· emotional issue during contract 
talks, "our guess ls that the continuation of 
the cost-of-living allowance may be the big 
sleeper in the contract. 

"If the price trend continues to sail up~ 
ward," the magazine of 220,000 union mem
bers said, "the cost escalator will be worth 
its weight in copper ... " That estimate is a 
good one. With the big jump in living costs 
measured in July, the cost-of-living rate is 
now running 14.4 per cent a year. 

When those postal cost-of-living raises 
start rolling in, the U.S. Postal Service may 
have to run back to the Postal Rate Commis
sion with plans for a first-class stamp that 
will make the "temporary" 10 cents we are 
now paying seem cheap indeed. 

With apologies to Redskins coach George 
"the future is now" Allen, it would seem 
that as far as cheap mall rates are con
cerned, the good old days are now. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I am 
pleaS€d t-0 join with Senator DOLE in in
troducing the Private Individuals' Postal 
Relief Act of 1975. This legislation would 
freeze the cost of first-class postage at 
10 cents. 

The U.S. Postal Service has recently 
filed a request with the Postal Rate Com
mission to increase the cost of a first· 
class stamp to 13 cents. If the rate hike 
is not opposed by the Postal Rate Com
mission within 100 days, the 13 cent 
stamp proposal will go into effect-prob· ~ 
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ably in late December. Since it appears 
unlikely that the Postal Rate Commis
sion will take any action to kill the in
crease, the only way to stop the 13-cent 
first-class postage proposal is with legis
lation such as that which we are propos
ing. 

It is time to put a stop to the ever
spiralling inflation in :rostage costs for 
the average private citizen who mails 
letters. The cost of stamps has already 
gone up three times in the last 5 years. 
In 1971 we paid 6 cents for a first-class 
stamp. We may soon be paying 13 cents
a rise of 117 percent in that time. This 
is an intolerable situation. Unless we take 
action now to halt this rise, we can ex
pect to see stamp costs rise to 15 cents, 
17 cents, or 20 cents over the next few 
years. 

We all know that the cost of our pos
tal service has increased over the last 
few years. But the simple fact is that we 
cannot expect the private citizen to con
tinue to subsidize all different types of 
mail, especially since private citizen mail 
makes up only 15 percent of the mail vol
ume of this country. It is time for all 
classes of mail to pay their fair share of 
the load. 

The Dole-Ribicoff proposal would 
freeze the first-class rate at 10 cents for 
private citizen first-class mail only. Rigid 
civil penalties would be established for 
unauthorized use of this private citizen 
mailing rate. 

The Postal Service is thereby empow
ered to bring civil action against any 
nonauthorized use of the privilege, and 
the violator is subject to a fine for each 
violation. In some respects, enforcement 
of this restriction is governed by an 
"honor code," much as the use of any 
other special permit or discount mailing 
rate is subject to assumed integrity of 
the mailer. But the ratio of monetary risk 
at stake-a 3-cent savings as compared 
to a possible $2,500 fine-should serve to 
discourage willful violation by unauthor
ized persons or institutions. Furthermore, 
either the recipient of such mail, or pos
tal officials-by means of ordinary "cov
er scanning"-would be capable of point
ing out violations. 

When they open their mail, most 
Americans find that their bills are bigger 
and bigger because of inflation. It adds 
insult to injury when people mail back 
their inflated bill payments and have to 
put infiated-cost stamps on the envelopes 
for the privilege of doing so. 

I urge my colleagues to join with us 
to enact this worthwhile proposal into 
law. 

By Mr.HELMS: 
S. 2427. A bill to amend the National 

Science Foundation Act of 1950 by pro
viding for a peer review and grants man
agement system that is equitable, open, 
and accountable to the scientific com
munity and to Congress, and for other 
purposes. Referred to the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, on July 22, 
1975, I introduced legislation to establish 
oversight procedures for the Congress in 
evaluating curriculum programs funded 
by the National Science Foundation. Al
though this legislation is directed in par-

CXXI-1932-Part 14 

ticular toward the NSF's shocking cur
riculum program for fifth grade school 
children called MACOS-"Man: A 
Course ·Of Study"-its general purpose is 
to strengthen and improve the hand of 
Congress in overseeing the operations of 
the National Science Foundation regard
ing the implementation and marketing of 
curriculum programs for our Nation's 
schools. 

I am pleased, of course, that the House 
and Senate appropriations committees 
have now taken action to deny funding 
to the MACOS program. At the same 
time, I am concerned that Congress has 
done little to correct other problems 
which exist in the National Science 
Foundation; for the MACOS affair is just 
the tip of the iceberg. Establishing over
sight procedures for NSF curriculum 
projects is merely the beginning of what 
must be a wholesale reform of the mam
moth NSF operation. 

Mr. President, a pattern of administra
tive abuses and mismanagement has sur
f aced in the National Science Found~tion 
that can no longer be tolerated. Much to 
its discredit, the National Science Foun
dation has become-and rightly so-a 
target of criticism for its continued sup
port of research projects that are, at best, 
of dubious value to the American scien
tific effort. But it is now clear that low 
quality and low priority research sup
port is merely a refiection of more deep
seated problems within the NSF adminis
trative hierarchy. In the American scien
tific community, there is widespread 
agreement that the basic policies and 
procedures of the National Science 
Foundation are wholly contrary to the 
American democratic spirit, the prin
ciples of justice and fairness, and our 
traditional commitment to the growth of 
scientific knowledge. 

Recently, the Subcommittee on 
Science, Research and Technology of 
the House Committee on Science and 
Technology completed 2 weeks of hear
ings on the peer review system of the 
National Science Foundation. The testi
mony presented at these hearings is as 
enlightening as it is disturbing. In sup
plying the subcommittee with evidence of 
unfair, aberrant funding patterns in 
NSF grants, Dr. Doris Kuhlman-Wlls
dorf, university professor of applied 
science at the University of Virginia, 
noted that, as a result of NSF policies, 
"the best departments turn out to be 
the most underfunded on the national 
average." In her judgment: 

What ts at issue fs a question o! basic 
justice as far as the individual scientists, 
the d11l'erent universities, and the states are 
concerned. 

Other eminent scientists appearing 
before the subcommittee expressed 
similar concerns about the inadequacies 
and injustices of the peer review system. 
Dr. Freeman Cope, a biophysicist with 
the U.S. Naval Air Development Center 
Biochemical Laboratory in Warminster, 
Pa., raised the question of administra
tive competence and/ or adequacy of 
evaluation procedure in the biomedical 
division of NSF, and urged Congress to 
delete from the NSF budget all money 
allocated for research grants concerned 
with sodium and potassium pumps across 

cell walls, because they are non
existent. In Dr. Cope's view, the con
tinued study of these hypothetical 
pumps is so absurd scientifically that 
NSF management should be urged to 
replace the administrator.:; in the bio
medical division who are responsible for 
this waste, to decrease such waste in the 
future. 

Dr. Gilbert N. Ling, director of the 
department of molecular biology at 
Pennsylvania Hospital, in Philadelphia, 
elaborated upon the various shortcom
ings of the peer review system, urged 
adoption of a number of procedural and 
structural changes in the administrative 
evaluation of grant proposals, and con
cluded that-

With this life-and-death power, peers can 
readily put a stop to innovation and the work 
of the innovators who represent too much 
of a threat to their power, their prestige, their 
beliefs. The net result of the peer review 
system is the perpetuation of the status quo 
and the suppression of progress." No doubt 
Dr. Rustum Doy, Director of the Materials 
Research Laboratory at Pennsylvania. State 
University, who is a practicing university 
researcher and research administrator, spoke 
for many American scientists when be ob
served that the Peer Review svstem "is on 
the verge of collapse. • 

Commenting unfavorably on the 
rractices of the National Science Foun
dz. tion, and the inability of NSF Director 
H. Guyford Stever to defend them, Sci
ence, the prestigious journal of the 
American Association for the Advance
ment of Science, noted that the "NSF 
did not make a very impressive show
ing." As Science correctly views the sit
uation, the basic issue with regard to 
the peer review system is openness and 
accountability: 

At a time when the CongreS3 is em
bracing openness as an antidote to Water
gate, NSF stands firms for confidentiality. 
To open the peer review precess to the 
public, or even congressional scrutiny, could 
destroy it because it is based on confiden
tiality. Good scientists wlll not make candid
meaning negative assessments of ea.ch other's 
work if they have to operate in the open, or 
so the NSF argument goes." But, insist s 
Science, "NSF's definition of confidentiality 
seems to go beyond the bounds, inasmuch 
as the agency maintains not only that it 
cannot reveal to Congress or the public the 
content of peer reviewer's analyses o! grant 
applications, but also that it cannot reveal 
the names of the peers who re,·iewed specific 
grants. 

THE PEER REVIEW SYSTEM 

According to Dr. Richar1 C. Atkinson, 
the new Deputy Director of the Nation
al Science Foundation, there is no single 
decision process throughout the Foun
dation for evaluating grant proposals. 
When a proposal is received, it is first 
assigned to a program officer who is 
familiar with the area of science cov
ered by the proposal. It is important 
to take notice of the fact that the pro
gram officer, as Dr. Atkinson observes, 
"is the key person in the decision proc
ess." He is the person responsible for 
determining the review procedure that 
will be followed by the Foundation in 
the evaluation of the grant proposal. 

The program officer has five methods 
of peer review from which to choose. 
He may choose one of a combination of 
two or more. The first is called stat! 
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review, whereby the program officer and 
his associates decide on their own wheth
er to approve a grant proposal. This type 
of review is often used for small research 
n:quests and for requests for NSF fund
ing of professional conferences. 

A second method involves review by 
National Science Board. This approach 
is normally reserved for awards which 
involve a large sum of money or an im
plied commitment of continued research 
support over a number of years. 

The third type of peer review is the 
site visit. This method of review may 
be employed where a written grant pro
posal cannot adequately describe every 
facet of the proposed research or to eval
uate the progress of awards previously 
made. Site visits, depending on the nature 
of the rese3rch, involve the program offi
cer alone, the program officer and his as
sociates, or a combination of Founda
tion staff members and members of the 
scientific community. It should also be 
noted that consultation with other fund
ing agencies is sometimes necessary in 
those instances where a proposal is sub
mitted to several agencies by the same 
person or when similar projects are being 
funded concurrently by other agencies. 

The remaining two procedures are the 
most important because they are the 
most frequently used. The first is the ad 
hoc review, whereby the program officer 
solicits, usually through the mail, a writ
ten evaluation from scientists who are 
specialists in the :field of research covered 
by the proposal. These ad hoc reviewers 
do not come from a predetermined list 
but are chosen by the program officer 
at his discretion. The second is the panel 
review, which involves discussion with an 
assembled group of scientists who are 
selected by the program officer. These 
panels provide for face-to-face interac
tion between the reviewers and the pro
gram officer. 

At the recent hea1ings before the sub
committee on science, research and tech
nology, Dr. Atkinson testified that the 
National Science Foundation took 21,000 
"actions" on project proposals during fis
cal 1974. About 49 percent of these ~ere 
funded. Forty-four percent of the total 
received ad hoc reviews, 23 percent re
ceived panel reviews, and 28 percent re
ceived both panel and ad hoc reviews. 

No matter what type of review is used, 
however, it is abundantly clear that the 
success or failure of nearly every grant 
proposal submitted to the National 
Science Foundation depends in large 
measure on the individual biases of the 
program officer. It is the program officer 
who selects the method of peer review 
that is to be followed. It is the program 
officer who selects the ad hoc reviewers 
and the panel reviewers. It is the pro
gram officer who evaluates the peer re
views, accepting them or rejecting them 
at his own discretion. And it is the pro
gram officer who, in most instances, 
makes the :final determination t-0 award 
or reject a grant proposal. 

Mr. President, I cannot imagine a peer 
review system that is more open to abuse 
and is a greater invitation to the misuse 
of power than that being used by the Na
tional Science Foundation. There is not 
even a semblance of a check and balance 

of power. The program officer is account
able to no one. He is not accountable to 
the grant applicant, who is denied access 
to information as to the identity of the 
reviewers and the content of the reviews. 
He is not accountable to the peer review
ers, whose recommendations are ac
cepted or rejected as the program officer 
sees fit. He is not accountable, in reality, 
to the members of the National Science 
Board or to section heads and division 
chiefs, who lack the means to evaluate 
the thousands of decisions that are made 
by the various programs officers. It is 
little wonder that so mflny controversial 
programs are funded by the National 
Science Foundation, the final decision to 
grant awards-and these are awards 
costing the American taxpayer millions 
of dollars-is often made by one individ
ual. As Representative JOHN CONLAN of 
Arizona stated at the recent subcom1nit
tee hearings : 

The National Science Foundation's peer 
review process is an amazing system, where 
individual program managers are given carte 
blanche authority to select peer reviewers 
who will be used to evaluate prop-0sals .... 
It ls common knowledge in the science com
munity that NSF program managers can_ ~et 
whatever answer they want out of the- peer 
review system to justify their decision to re
ject or fund a particular proposal. 

But most significantly, Mr. President, 
these program officers are not even ac
countable to the Members of Congress. 
Despite repeated attempts by some Mem
bers of Congress to acquire an under
standing of certain NSF programs-Re
presentative CONLAN in particular has 
relentlessly pursued this task-the 
Director of the Foundation has flatly and 
repeatedly refused to accommodate leg
islative requests for information on the 
identity of reviewers and the content of 
peer reviews for specific grant awards. A 
case in point is the recent congressional 
request for the names of NSF peer re
viewers. The Foundation sent a l!st of 
names in alphebetical order, without 
identifying the grants that they review
ed. Such information was, of course, ut
terly useless in aiding Members of Con
gress to assess the activities of the Foun
dation, and Representative CONLAN aptly 
described the listing as "no more useful 
to the subcommittee than a volume of 
the Hong Kong phone directory." As 
Representative CONLAN correctly ob
serves, the National Science Foundation 
has "a completely arbitrary system that 
is closed and unaccountable to the 
scientific community and to the Con
gress." 

"Power corrupts, and absolute power 
corrupts absolutely." So remarked Lord 
Acton, whose insights into the dangers 
of unchecked power seem to be especially 
applicable to the National Science 
Foundation. At the subcommittee hear
ings, Representative CONLAN charged 
NSF program officers with distorting the 
evaluations of reviewers in internal sum
maries, and indicated that his personal 
study of NSF material demonstrated the 
existence of "an 'Old Boy's System,' 
where program managers rely on trusted 
friends in the aeademic community to 
review their proposals. These friends rec
ommend their friends to reviewers." 

The peculiar geographical pattern of 
NSF awards lends weight to such 
charges, and further supports the testi
mony of Prof. Doris Kuhlmann-Wils
dorf. North Carolina, for example, ranks 
12th in total population, 15th in the 
number of doctoral scientists and engi
neers in the labor force, 13th in enroll
ment in institutions of higher education, 
17th in the number of science and engi
neering graduate students, 10th in the 
number of Ph.D. scientists and engineers 
employed in universities and colleges, 
and 11th in the number of Ph. D.'s 
awarded in science and engineering; yet 
it ranks 25th in the dollar amount of 
awards by the National Science Founda
tion. NSF management statistics, pub
lished in July of 1975, indicate that 
many other States are similarly sub
jected to discriminatory or preferential 
treatment, in violation of the spirit of 
the National Science Foundation Act of 
1950, which requires grants to be 
"awarded to the applicants in such man
ner as will tend to result in a wide dis
tribution of scholarships and fellowships 
throughout the United States." 

In general, the geographic distribution 
of NSF grant awards shows a consistent 
pattern of bias in favor of scientists and 
educators at large academic institutions 
in a few States, and against individuals 
from smaller academic institutions 
throughout the Nation. Of the total num
ber of grant awards in fiscal year 1974, 
30 percent of all NSF grants went to in
stitutions in three States, while appli
cants in 22 other States received only 8 
percent of all grants. Thirty-four States 
received less than 25 percent of all 
funds awarded by the NSF in 1974, while 
five preferred States received 25 percent. 
Eleven States shared the remaining 52 
percent of Foundation funds for the 
year. 

REFORM OF THE PEEP. REVIEW SYSTEM 

With a view toward establishing open
ness, equity, accountability, and a check 
and balance of power within the Na
tional Science Fou::idation, I am today 
introducing legislation to restructure the 
peer review system that is presently in 
use. 

My bill amends the National Science 
Foundation Act of 1950 by adding a new 
section entitled "Title II-Peer Review 
and Grants Management System." 

Section 205 (a) requires the Director of 
the Foundation to establish a Peer Re
view Office within the Office of Planning 
and Resources Management for the pur
pose of administering a peer review sys
tem and evaluating unsolicited grant 
proposals submitted to the Foundation. 

Under paragraph (b) (1), the Peer 
Review Office is required to maintain a 
central listing of peer reviewers, ar
ranged according to academic specialty, 
that includes the institutional affiliation 
of each reviewer. This list is to be com
piled from a variety of sources, including 
names submitted by the Foundation's ad
visory committees, academic institutions, 
editorial advisory boards of scholarly 
anC:.. technical journals, professional as
sociations, business and industry, non
profit foundations, foundation program 
officers, other State and Federal Gov-
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ernment agencies, and private organiza
tions and citizens. The Peer Review Of
fice is also required to keep a log docu
menting all solicitations of evaluations, 
including the dates such solicitations 
were sent, names of reviewers, and 
copies of their evaluations, and dates 
evaluations are received. 

Under paragraph (b) (3). the Peer Re
view Office is required to maintain a 
complete list of all proposals submitted 
to the Foundation, including informa
tion as to the name and institutional af
filiation of the applicant, a description 
of each proposal, the amount of grant 
requested, the date that the proposal was 
received by the Foundation, the name 
and institutional affiliation of all peer 
reviewers solicited to evaluate the pro
posal, the number of prior proposals sub
mitted by each applicant and the nwn
ber of awards previously received by 
each applicant, a swnmary of the analy
sis prepared for each grant proposal con
cerning the need for the program pro
posed, and the current status of each 
grant proposal. Paragraphs Cb) (4) and 
(b) (5) require the Peer Review Office to 
furnish applicants, upon request, with 
the names and institutional affiliation of 
all peer reviewers and complete copies of 
all peer review evaluations. All of the in
formation obtained under this para
graph subsection shall be conveyed to 
Congress in an annual report. 

Paragraph Cc) states that all grant 
proposals submitted to the Foundation 
shall receive an evaluation by no less 
than five peer reviewers, whose names 
shall be drawn from the central NSF 
peer review listing. Program omcers may 
select no more than 50 percent of the 
reviewers, and the applicant himself 
must be permitted to select 20 percent of 
the reviewers, the remainder to be se
lected, if practicable, through random 
sampling techniques. The Foundation 
shall insure that an appropriate mix of 
reviewers is provided, representing both 
the scientific community and the ulti
mate beneficiaries, if ascertainable. No 
peer reviewer shall evaluate more than 
10 grant proposals during any calendar 
year without the written approval of 
both the Director and the Board. 

Paragraph (c) also provides that each 
applicant shall have a reasonable time 
to respond to all negative evaluations 
before the program officer makes a :final 
recommendation regarding a grant pro
posal. The Foundation is further re
quired to establish a formal appeals sys
tem to allow all grant applicants an op
portunity to have their proposals inde
pendently reviewed. The advisory com
mittee having appropriate jw·isdiction 
shall appoint appellate panels composed 
of persons who have not participated in 
any prior stage of review of the proposal 
under appeal, and fix the size of each re
view panel. In reviewing grant proposals, 
the appellate panel shall consider only 
the written record of each proposal on 
appeal. including the responses by appli
cants to negative evaluations. The panel 
shall make a recommendation in writing 
to the Board regarding the disposition 
of the proposal under appeal. The appli
cant must initiate an appeal within 90 

days after his proposal is disapproved in 
whole or in part. · 

Under section 206 of the blll, which 
deals with grants management, the 
Foundation is required to establish spe
cific goals and priorities for its support of 
scientific research and education pro
grams. This information shall be in
cluded in the Foundation's annual budg
et request to Congress. The National 
Science Board must approve all awards 
for projects whose cummulative total cost 
will exceed $250,000 or more. To assist 
the Board in evaluating grant proposals 
of this size, the program officer shall pre
pare a project summary, including a 
complete description and history of the 
project, names, and institutional affilia
tions of all reviewers whose evaluations 
were solicited, a numerical or other ap
propriate grading indicating the evalua
tion of each reviewer and an average 
score or composite grade for all reviewers, 
an itemized summary of all major crit
icsms of the proposal, and a summary of 
the applicant's response thereto. No in
dividual grant award shall be made to 
support a research or education project 
for more than three consecutive years, 
unless the Board approves in writing a 
fw·ther extension of the project. 

Paragraph (c) of section 206 requires 
the Foundation to conduct an adequate 
"needs assessment" of all Foundation 
programs. This requirement will be sat
isfied in the case of research, by the goals, 
objectives and justification report in
cluded in the Foundation's budget re
quest to the Congress. Development of 
education curriculum programs shall be 
justified on a cow·se-by-course basis be
fore funding is approved, with input from 
a board base of public, educational, pro
fessional, and parents' organizations 
throughout the Nation. 

Under paragraph (d), the Foundation 
is required to establish specific policies 
and procetiures for continuous adminis· 
trative oversight and assessment of con
tinuing science research and education 
projects being supported by the Founda
tion, to ensure proper management and 
use of public funds, and to determine 
whether the results achieved by award 
recipients demonstrate that continued 
Foundation support is warranted. These 
oversight procedures shall include an 
evaluation of each continuing project 
by an independent review panel, ap
pointed by the National Science Board, 
of no less than three expert reviewers 
each time the project is to receive addi
tional funding. The Foundation ls also 
required to establish policies and proce
dures to eliminate favoritism in the 
evaluation, administration, and manage
ment of Foundation grants. The Founda
tion may, as in the past, conduct reviews 
by mail, on site project visits, by consul
tation with other Federal agencies, or 
panels. 

In order to further the policies of open
ness and accountability required under 
this bill, the Foundation is required to 
provide information, data, and docu
ments to applicants, Congress, and the 
general public. But nothing in this act 
shall be construed to require, or to au
thorize the Board to require, the reveal-

ing of trade secrets or processes in any 
grant proposal or docwnent filed with the 
Foundation under this act. 

Under section 208, the Foundation is 
required to establish a program to up
grade the science programs of small pub
lic and private 4-year institutions of 
higher education. These programs shall 
include cooperative research and teach
ing arrangements between small and 
large educational institutions to encour
age scientific research and improve the 
quality of science education at these 
smaller institutions. 

Finally, this act amends title I of the 
National Science Foundation Act of 1950 
by requiring that all royalty payments 
owed to the U.S. Government by Founda
tion award recipients or by other persons, 
institutions, or organizations, as a result 
of income received from programs sup
ported by the Foundation, shall be p'.lid 
to the U.S. Treasury as they accrue. 

Mr. President. I ask unanimous con
sent that the bill I am introducing todaj> 
to amend the National Science Founda
tion Act of 1950 be printed in the RECORD, 
together with an article entitled, "NSF 
Peer Review Hearings: House Panel 
Starts With Critics," which appeared in 
the August 8, 1975, issue of Science, and 
an article entitled, "NSF: Defense of 
Closed Peer Review System Not Persu · -
sive," which appeared in the August 15, 
1&75, issue of Science. 

There being no objection, the bill and 
articles were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 2427 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Na
tional Science Foundation Act of 1950 ( 42 
U.S.C. 1861 et seq.) is amended-

( 1) by inserting immediately after the fir.st 
section thereof the following: 

''TITLE I-GENERAL PROVISIONS" 
(2) by inserting immediately after section 

12(l,l) thereof the following new subsection: 
"(c) All royalty payments owed to the 

United States Government by Foundation 
award recipients or by other persons, institu
tions or organizations, as a result of income 
received from programs supported by the 
Foundation, shall be paid to the United 
States Treasury as they accrue.", and 

(3) by adding at the end of such Act the 
following new title: 
"TITLE II-PEER REVIEW AND GRANTS 

MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 
"SHORT TITLE 

"SEC. 201. This title may be cited as the 
'Peer Review and Grants Management Act 
of 1975'. 

''FINDING 

"SEC. 202. (a) National concern exists 
among members of the academic community, 
Congress, and the general public regarding 
the award of scientific research and science 
education support grants by the Foundation 
for individual research and education 
projects. 

"(b) Foundation program officers select 
non-Foundation reviewers, expert in the 
same or related :fields of science or education 
as the applicant, to evaluate almost all such 
proposals submitted to the Foundation. The 
program officers therefor play a key role in 
the Foundation's process of evaluating grant 
proposals. 

" ( c) Numerous deficiencies, both actual 
and potential, exist in the Foundation's peer 
review and grants management systein 
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which should be eliminated. The deficiencies 
include-

"(l) the lack of a clear, consistent, and 
precise policy for selecting peer reviewers for 
grant proposals which results in individual 
program omcers in specialized areas having 
almost unchecked authority; 

"(2) secrecy in the peer review system, 
especially that the identity of reviewers and 
the substance of their evaluations is un
known to grant applicants, members of the 
scientific community, Congress, and the gen
eral public, thereby destroying the account
ablllty of program officers; 

"(3) evidence of misuse of the peer review 
system by program officers, including specific 
instances where program officers--

"(A) misrepresented peer evaluations to 
the Board, 

"(B) withheld from the Board peer evalua
tions which contradicted the recommenda
tions of the program officer, and 

"(C) selectively provided peer evaluations 
approving proposals exactly as submitted by 
applicants to help favored applicants to over
come adverse criticism of peer reviewers and 
ultimately to receive funding; 

" ( 4) the lack of an appellate review process 
and grievance procedures to guard against 
scientifically unsound, biased, or incom
petent peer evaluations of grant proposals; 

" ( 5) refusal to disclose in full the record 
of proposals submitted by applicants, the 
identity and institutional affiliation of re
viewers, and the disposition of each proposal 
to assist the scientific community, Congress, 
and the general public in ascertaining the 
relationship between the reviewers and grant 
recipients, as a further check against con
flict of interest and bias; 

"(6) failure to provide adequate proce
dures to oversee, monitor, and assess con
tinuing Foundation science research anded
ucation programs receiving federal support; 
and 

"(7) failure to conduct adequate analyses 
of the necessity for proposed science research 
or education programs before approving 
them. 

"(d) The geographic distribution of Foun
dation grant awards shows a consistent pat
tern of bias in favor of scientists and edu
cators at large academic institutions in a 
few States, and against scientists and edu
cators at smaller academic institutions 
throughout the nation. The Foundation 
awarded 30 percent of all its grants in fiscal 
year 1974 to individuals and institutions in 
three States and only 8 percent to indiVidu
als and institutions in 22 other States. Re
cipients in 34 States received less than 25 
percent of all funds awarded by the Founda
tion in 1974, while those in five preferred 
States received 25 percent. Individuals and 
institutions in eleven States shared the re
maining 52 percent of Foundation funds for 
that year. 

" ( e) The National Science Board lacks the 
independent resources necessary to oversee 
Foundation programs, procedures. and ex
penditures effectively. 

"PURPOSES 

"SEC. 203. The purposes of this title are 
to-

.. (1) establish procedures under which 
each grant proposal submitted to the 
Foundation will receive a thorough, objec
tive, and fair peer review evaluation by 
experts in the same and related fields of 
scientific endeavor as the applicant; 

"(2) provide for appropriate participation 
in the peer review process by reviewers se
lected from the academic community, busi
ness and industry, government, consumers, 
and other interested groups, organizations, 
and private citizens; 

"(3) provide for selection of peer reviewers 
in a manner consistent with the principles 
of openness, equity, objectivity, and ac
countability; 

"(4) provide grant applicants, Members of 
Congress, and other interested parties com
plete access to peer review evaluations, in• 
eluding the identity o! all peer reviewers, 
for ea.ch grant proposal and project; 

"(5) provide for an appellate system under 
which appllcants may seek and receive a re
view of peer evaluations and administrative 
decisions concerning their proposals by a 
jury empaneled to adjudicate grievances; 

" ( 6) establish procedures for the trans
mittal of peer review evaluations and other 
grant proposals materials to the Founda
tion's Office of Planning and Resources Man
agement, the Board, and Congress; 

"(7) require an adequate analysis of the 
necessity for all science research and educa-· 
tion programs, including consideration of 
whether a clear and pressing national need 
for such program exists, based upon goals 
and priorities established and outlined by 
the Foundation in its annual budget request 
to the Congress; 

"(8) establish procedures for administra
tive oversight and assessment of continuing 
science research and education projects sup
ported by the Foundation to ensure proper 
management and use of public funds, and to 
determine whether the results achieved by 
grant recipients demonstrate that continued 
Foundation support is warranted; 

"(9) ensure that the peer review system 
does not favor individuals, institutions, busi
nesses, or States by unfairly concentrating 
within them awards or peer reviewer partici
pation in the evaluation of Foundation grant 
proposals; and 

"(10) strengthen the powers of the Board 
and Foundation advisory committees. 

"DEFINITIONS 

"SEC. 204. For purposes of this Act-
" ( 1) the term 'Foundation' means the Na

tional Science Foundation, 
"(2) the term 'Board' means the National 

Science Board, 
"(3) the term 'Director' means the Direc

tor of the National Science Foundation, 
" ( 4) the term 'Office' means Peer Review 

Office, 
"(5) the term 'peer review' means ad hoc 

mail reviewers, review panels and combina
tions of ad hoc mail reviewers and review 
panels which are used to determine the 
merits of proposals submitted to the Foun
dation, 

"(6) the term 'applicant' means a person 
applying for funding by the National Science 
Foundation of a grant proposal, and 

"(7) the term 'institutional affiliation' 
means an employment or other financial re
lationship with an institution such as a 
government agency, a business, an industry, 
or an academic institution. 

"PEER REVIEW SYSTEM 

"SEC. 205. (a) The Director shall establish 
within the Foundation's Office of Planning 
and Resources Management a Peer Review 
Office for the purpose of administering a peer 
grant proposals submitted to the Founda
tion. 

"(b) The Office shall-
" ( 1) maintain a complete, current list of 

peer reviewers available to evaluate grant 
proposals submitted to the Foundation, ei
ther as ad hoc mail reviewers or as members 
of review panels, and such list shall-

" (A) be arranged according to academic 
discipline and area of specialization, 

"(B) include the institutional affiliation 
of all reviewers, and other relevant informa
tion as determined by the Director, 

"(C) be compiled from som·ces including, 
but not limited to-

"(I) the Foundation's advisory commit
tees, 

"(ii) academic institutions, 
"(iii) editorial advisory boards of scholar

ly and technical journals, 
"(iv) professional associations, 

"(v) business and industry, 
"(vi) nonprofit foundations, 
"(vii) Foundation program officers 
"(vii) other State and Federal go~ernment; 

agencies, and 
"(ix) private organizations and citizens· 
"(2) maintain a complete log of all ;oli

citations by program officers of evaluations, 
including the dates such solicitations were 
sent, names of reviewe1·s, copies of their 
evaluations, dates evaluations are received 
and other appropriate information· ' 

"{3) maintain a complete list of all pro
posals submitted for funding during each 
fiscal year, including-

" (A) the name and institutional affiliation 
of th~ applicant, 

"(B) the description of each proposal 
"{C) the amount of grant requested' 
"(D) the date proposal was recel;ed by 

the Foundation, 
"(E) the name and institutional affiliation 

of all peer reviewers solicited to evaluate the 
proposal, 

"{F) the number of prior proposals sub
mitted by ea.ch applicant and the number 
and amount of awards previously received 
by each applicant, 

" ( G) a summary of the analysis prepared 
for each grant proposal which concerns the 
necessity for the program proposed and 

"(H) the current status of each ~ant pro
posal, 

"(4) furnish to applicants upon request 
the names and Institutional affiliation of all 
peer reviewers and complete copies of au 
peer review evaluations. 

"(5) report to Congress annually all in
formation required under this subsection; 

" ( c) The Foundation shall-
" ( 1) select not less than five names from 

the list described in subsection (b) ( 1), from 
which program officers may select not more 
than 50 percent of the reviewers; 

"(2) permit the applicant to select 20 per
cent of the reviewers, the remainder to be 
selected using random sa.mplina techniques· 

"(3) ensure that both the relevant scien: 
tific community and the ultimate benefici
aries, if ascertainable, of the proposed re
search of program are represented as re
viewers; and 

"(4) ensure that not less than 50 percent 
of the reviewers for any grant proposal are 
affiliated with private business and industry, 
other government agencies, and the non
academic community. 

"(d) No peer reviewer shall evaluate more 
than 10 grant proposals during any calen
dar year without the written approval cf both 
the Director anc. the Board. 

" ( e) Before any program officer makes a 
final recommendation regarding any grant 
proposal, each applicant shall have a rea
sonable time to respond to all negative evalu
ations of such proposal by reviewers. 

"{f) The Foundation shall establish pro
visions for appellate procedures to indepen
dently review, upon request of any applicant, 
proposals disapproved by the Foundation 
either in whole or in part. Such procedures 
shall include-

" { ! ) the appointment by the advisory 
committee having jurlsd1ctlon over grant 
proposals in the appropriate subject area 
of an appellate panel composed of persons 
who have not participated in any prior stage 
of review of the proposal under appeal and 
the determination of the number of jurors 
to serve on ea.ch appellate panel; 

"(2) the consideration by jury panel of 
only the complete written record o! each 
p1·oposal on appeal, including the responses 
by applicants to negative evaluations a.s 
provided in subsection (e); 

"(3) the recommendation by the jury 
disposition of the proposal under appeal; 
and 

" ( 4) the initiation of an appeal by appli
cants within 90 days after their proposal is 
disapproved in whole or in part. 
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"GRANTS MANAGEMENT 

"SEC. 206. (a) the Foundation shall estab
lish specific goals and priorities for its sup
port of scientific research and .education 
programs which it shall include m its an
nual budget request to Congress. 

"(b) No project whose cumulative total 
cost will exceed $250,000 may be funded 
without review and approval of such award 
by the Board. The program officer shall p~e
pare a project summary for the Board, m
cl uding a complete description ~nd hist<?ry 
of the project, name and institut1oi:ia1 affilia
tion of all reviews whose evaluations were 
solicited, a ni1merical or other appropriate 
grading indicating each reviewer s evalua
tion, an average score or composite grade 
for all reviewers, and an itemized summary 
of all major criticims of the proposal and 
summary of the applicant's response thereto. 
No individual grant award shall be made to 
support a. reserch or education project for 
more than three consecutive yea.rs, unless 
the Board approves in writing a further 
extension of the project. 

"(c) The Office shall conduct an adequate 
analysis of the necessity for all Foundation 
programs. In the case of research, this re
quirement will be satisfied by the goals, ob
jectives, and justification report included 
in the Foundation's budget request to the 
Congress. In tht: case of educational curric
ulum programs, such analyses shall include 
comments frorr public, educational, pro
fessional, and parents' organizations 
throughout the nation, and shall be made in 
advance of grant awards for such programs. 

"(d) The Foundation shall establis?- spe
cific policies and procedures for contmuous 
administrative oversight and assessment. of 
continuing science research and educa~ion 
projects being supported by the Foundation, 
to insure proper management and use of 
public funds, and to determiJ:>-e. whether the 
results achieved by award rec1p1ents demon
strate that continued Foundation support is 
warranted. Such procedures shall include an 
evaluation of each continuing project by an 
independent Peer Review Panel of at least 
three expert reviewers, appointed by the Na
tional Science Board, ea.ch time a project 
requires additional funding. 

"(e) The foundation shall establish ?oll
cies and prooedures to eliminate favoritism 
in the evaluation, administration, and man
agement of Foundation grants. 

"(f) The Foundation shall conduct re
views by mail, on-site project visits, consul
tation with other Federal Agencies, panels, 
and other appropriate methods. 

"OPENNESS AND ACCOUNTABILITY 
"SEC. 207. (a) The Foundation shall pro

vide information, data, and documents to ap
plicants, Congress, and the general public 
to further the policies of openness and ac
countability required in this title. 

"(b) Nothing in this or any other Act 
authorizes the Foundation to withhold any 
information regarding the total peer review 
and grants management system from Mem
bers or Committees of Congress or the Gen
eral Accounting Office. 

"(c) Nothing in this Act shall be con
strued to require, or to authorize the Board 
to require, the revealing of trade secrets or 
processes in any grant proposal or document 
filed with the Foundation under this Act. 

"SCIENCE IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 
SEC. 208. (a) The Foundation shall estab

lish a program designed to upgrade the 
science programs of small public and private 
four-year institutions of higher education in 
all areas of the country. Such programs shall 
include, but is not necessarily limited to, co
operative research and teaching arrange
ments between small and large educational 
institutions and other programs to encourage 
scientific research and improve the equality 

of science education at these smaller institu-
tions. . 

"(b) There are autho$ed to be appropri
ated such sums as may be necessary to carry 
out this section." 

[From Science magazine, Aug. 15, 1975] 
NSF; DEFENSE OF CLOSED PEER REVIEW SYS

TEM NOT PERSUASIVE 
(By Barbara Culliton) 

Peer review, as practiced by the National 
Science Foundation (NSF), is under intense 
scrutiny by the House subcommittee on 
science, research, and technology which re
cently completed 2 weeks of hearings on the 
subject. NSF did not make a very persuasive 
showing. 

The issue was openness. At a time when 
the Congress ls embracing openness as an 
antidote to Watergate. NSF stands firm for 
confidentiality. To open the peer review 
process to public, or even congressional 
scrutiny, could destroy it--because it is 
based on confidentality. Good scientists 
will not make candid-meaning negative-
assessments of each other's work if they 
have to operate in the open, or so the NSF 
argument goes. Several scientist witnesses 
before the subcommittee attested to that 
fact, presenting positions that have been 
heard before. But many of the congressmen 
were not readily convinced. However, they 
are not about to rush in and dismantle peer 
review at NSF. Having heard from about two 
dozen witnesses, they will sort out a lot of 
information before taking any action. 

In evaluating the NSF's manner of using 
peer review, one must make a distinction 
between what some persons call confiden
tiality and others see as secrecy. NSF's defi
nition of confidentiality seems to go beyond 
the bounds, inasmuch as the agency main
tains not only that it cannot reveal to Con
gress or the public the content of peer re
viewers analyses of grant applications, but 
also that it cannot reveal the names of the 
peers who reviewed specific grants. [Under 
a recent ruling by the National Science 
Boa.rd which governs NSF (Science, 11 July), 
verbatim copies of peer reviews will be made 
available to the principal investigator or an 
application upon request. However, the rul
ing applies only to reviews received by NSF 
after 1 January 1976, and the identity 
of the peers will still be secret.] Confiden
tial information, confidentially given, lends 
itself at the very least to what one subcom
mittee member called the "perception of 
secrecy." 

NSF director H. Guyford Stever and his 
advisers do not see it that way. They insist 
that to release the names of NSF's peers 
would lead to disaster. "Suppose," said one 
NSF spokesman, "that a. rejected applicant 
knew the identity of the scientists who re
viewed and turned down his application. He 
could write his congressman and challenge 
their competence. We'd be under great 
pressure." 

Argurr.ents such as that one lost much of 
their effect, if they had any, when John F. 
Sherman, vice president of the Association 
of American Medical Colleges and former 
deputy director of the National Institutes 
of Health (NIB), testified about the way 
peer review works at NIH. By the time he 
was done, the NIH system which itself has 
come under criticism for being a closed 
operation, began to look like a paragon of 
openness compared to NSF. His testimony 
became something of a point of reference 
throughout the rest of the hearings. 

NIH, Sherman testified, assigns all grant 
applications to one of some 50 or 60 review 
panels, called study sections, of 12 to 15 
members each. The names of each of the 
members are public, and a majority of ap
plicants not only know to which study sec
tion their grant was assigned but also who 

reviewed it. Picking upon Sherman's descrip
tion of that aspect of the NIH procedure, 
subcommittee chairman James W. Syming
ton (D., Mo.) asked whether a rejected ap
plicant could call each of his reviewers to 
ask why they faulted the proposal, or pro
test their judgment, · or otherwise "make 
waves." "Indeed, they could," said Sherman 
calmly, adding that very few do so how
ever. 

In contrast to NIH, NSF handles only a 
small portion of its grant applications ex
clusively by review by an official panel. In 
44 percent of the cases, individual reviewers 
are selected by powerful NSF staff personnel, 
called program officers, who seek peer review 
comments by mail. These peers are chosen 
on an ad hoc basis, and never meet together 
in person (NIH study sections each meet 3-4 
times a year). Their written comments on a 
given grant proposal go back to the program 
officer who can use them as he sees fit. Unless 
the applicant is on close terms with the NSF 
program officer, he never knows what the re
viewers said. 

The names of individuals on the few 
permanent review panels in NSF are avail
able to the public, according to an NSF offi
cial who conceded that very few applicants 
know who even they are. The only place they 
are listed is in the foundation's annual 
report. 

Although peer review at NIH looks good 
compared to NSF, it was apparent from some 
of the questions put to Sherman that some 
congressmen think NIH too could be more 
open. While endorsing NIH's custom of pub
lishing the names of study section mem
bers, Sherman rejected the idea that the 
substance of study section meetings be made 
public or that the meetings themselves be 
open. Sherman expressed concern on two 
counts. Plagiarism might become a. problem, 
he said. Suppose a young scientist from 
Hawaii submits a proposal which is discussed 
at an open meeting in Washington, D.C., 
which might be attended by representatives 
from one of a number of commercial scien
tific laboratories. What would stop anyone 
from stealing the young scientist's idea? 
What would stop investigators in a big labo
ratory from exploiting the idea before that 
poor young scientist could carry out his 
own experiments? Representatives James H. 
Scheuer (D-N.Y.) seemed particularly un
touched by the possibilities Sherman 
sketched out, saying first that moral pres
sure from the scientific community would 
probably be a real deterrent to stealing and, 
second, that it might be a good thing to get 
ideas into the "scientific stream of com
merce" more quickly than happens now. 

The other argument against opening peer 
review meetings is that to do so would put 
an end to confidentiality. No longer could 
a scientist criticize a colleague without being 
found out. In fact, one justification offered 
for keeping the meetings closed was that it 
protects peer reviewers who may be "over
zealous" in their criticisms. Scheuer was 
quick to answer that, saying that to expose 
the overzealous to the public eye might well 
be a good thing. 

OPENNESS SOLVES PROBLEMS 
Scheuer, by no means sounding like a man 

who had any desire to dismantle the peer 
review system, went on to speak about the 
"cleansing effect" open congressional meet
ings had had in the past year or so. In the 
wake of Watergate, congressional reforms 
were instituted that, among other things, 
opened mark-up sessions of committees. To 
many congrP.ssmen the idea of negotiating 
about appropriations in public seemed like 
an exercise in sheer idiocy. How could we 
horse trade with people watching? "Well," 
said Scheuer, answering his own question, 
"mores can yield to changing times. Total 
openness solves an lot of awful problems." 
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It is not entirely impossible that the sci

entific community can change too. However. 
NSF apparently is not going to take the lead. 
In response to a congressional request f:>r 
the names of its peer reviewers, it sent a list 
of names in alphabetical order, without 
identifying what grants they reviewed. Rep
resentative John B. Conlan (R. Ariz.), who 
is one of NSF's several critics in Congress, 
calls the list the Hong Kong telephone direc
tory and says, quite rightly, that it is utterly 
useless in helping Congress do its job of as
sessing the workings of NSF. 

Early in the hearings (Science, 8 August), 
Conlan charged NSF program officers with 
distorting the views of reviewers in internal 
summaries. He cited a summary of a review 
by Philip Morrison of the Massachusetts In
stitute of Technology as an example. Mor
rison then told reporters that it might be 
Conlan who was doing the distorting but 
when he testified before the subcommittee 
on the la.st day he said only, "It does not ap
pear to me that the brief quotation from 
my review ... can be said to have misrep
resented my position. It certainly did not 
summarize it carefully. But it did not pur
port to do so." Morrison then went on to say, 
in response to a question, that he is against 
revealing reviewers names. 

NSF director Stever appears to be intent 
upon preserving the confidentiality of the 
system unless Congress, by some official act, 
forces him to comply with its requests. Mem
bers of the subcommittee want access to 
NSF files, they want to see verbatim copies 
of reviewers' comments on individual grants, 
they want to know who is doing the review
ing and how they are chosen. Sherman testi
fied that, although NIH did not make study 
section documents available to the public, 
the institution long ago worked out an ar
rangement allowing members of its con
gressional oversight committee access to its 
files. There was a gentleman's agreement, he 
said-committee members would confine 
their requests to matters related to commit
tee business and would treat what they found 
with discretion, in return, NIH would let 
them see whatever they wanted to. 

Stever, when asked whether some sim
ll!l.r accommodation could be made with the 
science subcommittee, took a hard line. The 
Congress, he noted, has the authority to of
ficially demand access to records. Or the 
matter could be taken to court. He said he 
would not mind having the issue of con
fidentiality settled that way. His position 
prompted subcommittee members to con
sider the avenues open to them, including 
subpoena power. It seemed there would be 
no friendly accommodation. 

In comparing this situation to that Sher
man described with respect to NIH, it must 
be pointed out that, for the most part, NIH's 
relations with Congress have been very good. 
NSF, however, has some enemies on the Hill, 
Conlan among them. It is no secret that he 
objects not only to the way in which peer 
review operates at NSF but also to the sub
stance of some NSF-supported programs, 
especially those in the social and behavioral 
sciences. It is likely that NSF officials fear 
he would have a field day if he got his hands 
on all of the foundation's files, and they are 
not anxious to have to defend themselves 
against Members of Congress who make what 
Stever calls different "value judgments" 
about research. Nevertheless, they may have 
to. 

O:.i the first day of the hearings. Conlan 
called for "total openness" between the NSF 
and the subcommittee as the best and least 
expensive way to check the potential and 
real abuses in the present NSF peer review 
system. On the last day, he repeated his 
stand and said. "In spite of ••• your own 
stated refusal before this subcommittee that 
Congress cannot have verbatim peer review 
documents or the names of reviewers of par
icular projects, Dr. Stever, Congress will pre-

vail." It will if the members of the House 
subcommittee follow up what they have 
stated. 

[From Science magazine, Aug. 8, 1975} 
NSF PEER REVIEW HEARINGS: HOUSE PANEL 

STARTS WrrH CRrr1cs 

(By John Walsh) 
The first 2 days of House oversight hear

ings on the National Science Foundation's 
peer review system were dominated by the 
testimony of two congressmen who have 
been the principal critics of NSF in recent 
months; both pressed for major modifi
cations of the peer review system. 

Representative John B. Conlan (R
Ariz.), who has made a big issue of behav
ioral science courses developed With NSF 
support (Science, 2 May), asked for a "to
tal openness" in peer review procedures, 
requiring, at least, that peer reviews and 
names of reviewers be made available to 
the principal investigators concerned and 
to Congress. 

Representative Robert E. Bauman (R
Md.), author of the "Bauman amendment," 
which, if enacted, would give Congress au
thority to review and veto grants approved 
by NSF (Science, 25 April), argued for a 
stronger direct congressional control over re
search grants, although he seemed willing to 
depart from the letter of his amendment. 

The two statements provided points of de
parture for discussion, but the subcommittee 
holding the hearings did not appear disposed 
to jump to conclusions. NSF officials had a 
chance on the third day of hearings to begin 
presenting their side of the case, and the 
hearings seemed to be settling down to a 
more than usually detailed examination of 
the inner operation of a science agency. 

The hearings, which began on 22 July, are 
being held by the House Science and Tech
nology Committee's subcommittee on science, 
research, and technology, chaired by Repre
sentative James W. Symington (D-Mo.). In 
his opening remarks, Symington set the gen
eral goals for the panel. He sak! that the 
subcommittee would take a detailed look at 
how responsibility in the peer review process 
was divided between peers and the NSF staff, 
examine alternative methods of selecting re
search projects for support, and seek to de
termine whether NSF was doing an "ade
quate job." Symington said the group would 
not take up questions such as those which 
have been raiSed about curriculum imple
mentation and about "priority setting" be
tween research fields and disciplines. Orig
inally scheduled for a total of 6 days over 2 
weeks, the hearings have now been extended 
to include an additional day on 1 August. 

Conlan, the first witness, indicated that 
his grievance against NSF arose out of the 
agency's refusal to provide information on 
peer review of the school behavioral science 
course projects in which he was interested 
•.. information to which, he insists, Con
gress should have access. 

Conlan said that, under NSF's current 
management practices, "they have a com
pletely arbitrary system that is closed and 
unaccountable to the scientific community 
and to the Congress." He charged that "It is 
common knowledge that NSF program man
agers can get whatever answer they want out 
of the peer review system to justify their 
decision to reject or fund particular propos
als." He added that "I know from studying 
material provided to me by NSF that this 
ls an 'Old Boy's System,' where program 
managers rely on trusted friends in the aca
demic community to review their proposals. 
These friends recommend their friends to re
viewers." 

Perhaps the most serious allegations 
against the NSF review managers came when 
Conlan described what happens if a reviewer 
:falls to send back "the anticipated rave re
view." 

"The program manager," said Conlan, "has 
one of two choices. He can toss out the un
complimentary review, since he ls in com
plete control of reviewers he selects and re
views he uses. Or he can paraphrase the nega
tive comments, and make the review appear 
positive." 

To illustrate his thesis, Conlan cited a 
recent instance in which, he said, "a pro
gram manager and his superiors misrepre
sented peer review comments." At issue was 
the Individualized Science Instructional Sys
tem (ISIS) for high school students being 
developed at Florida State University, which 
Conlan said had received some $3.3 million 
to date from NSF. 

Conlan charged that "the NSF stair ap
pears to have purposely misrepresented re
viewers' comments to the programs commit
tee of the National Science Board in order 
to get approval of the current budget of 
$2.2 million in further funding." 

As evidence, Conlan submitted for the rec
ord an NSF staff summary of the ISIS 
project prepared for the National Science 
Board when new funding for ISIS was re
quested and, subsequently, approved. In 
his testimony, Conlan quoted an extract 
from a review statement by Philip Morri
son of MIT which appeared in the NSF 
summary prefaced with the sentence. 
"Representative of the overall tone of the 
reviewers' comments is this excerpt from 
Dr. Morrison's review." What followed 
was a short paragraph characterized bv the 
fairly heavy use of ellipses, rather in the 
way that book or movie reviews are often 
excerpted to construct blurbs. The para
graph concluded, "'The personnel and ad
visors are excellent .... The idea is 
good .... '" 

Conlan observed that the quote conveyed 
unqualified support, not only by Morrison, 
but by all 11 reviewers of the project. Con
lan said his statf had checked with Morrison 
and "he informed us that he definitely did 
not give his unqualified support when he 
reviewed the proposed project more than two 
years earlier. On reflection he also said that 
he had been very critical of the careless 
scope, content and purpose of the 80 t-0 125 
'mini-courses' to be developed." 

When asked by Science whether the Con
lan statement accurately reflected Morrison's 
comments on the ISIS review, Morrison said 
that the account was "itself a misrepresenta
tion." Morrison said that he had written a 
letter to Conlan discussing the matter and 
found it hard to understand why Conlan had 
not produced the letter at the hearings. 

More light on the subject ls likely to be 
shed on 1 August when Morrison-who has 
been invited to testify and has accepted the 
invitation-is scheduled to appear. 

At the hearings, NSF officials acknowl
edged that the reviewers' comments had 
been presented as they were because short
comings in the project to which the review
ers had objected earlier had been corrected 
and that the statf felt that the favorable 
review was justified. NSF officials, including 
NSF director H. Guyford Stever, agreed that 
a fuller explanation of the circumstances 
which produced the review should have been 
included. 

The ISIS incident appears to have assumed 
a fair degree of importance in the hearings, 
not only because it provides a specific in
stance in which NSF is accused of misuse 
of the peer review system, but also because 
it involves a question of Conlan's credibility 
as well as of NSF's. 

Conlan's advice to the subcommittee "ls 
to make the peer review system open and ac
countable. This means that the 'Old Boy's 
System' which is so cherished by certain bid 
institutions and the National Academy of 
Sciences, which benefit from it, must go. 

"The peer review system must operate 1n 
an environment of total openness." 
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By total openness Conlan means that ver

batim reviews and the names of reviewers 
should be available on request to the prin
cipal investigators who submitted grant ap
plications and also to Congress. A Conlan 
staff member says Conlan would prefer to see 
the press and public given access as well but 
hesitates to advocate it without further ex
amination, particularly because of the ad
ministrative burden it would place on NSF. 
[The National Science Board recently re
vised NSF policy to make verbatim reviews 
available to the principal investigators con
cerned and is considering the question of 
whether identities of reviewers should be 
made known on the same terms (Science, 11 
July)]. 

Reaction on the subcommittee to Conlan's 
advocacy of opening up peer review was 
mixed. Representative Thomas R. Harkin (D
Iowa), a freshman member of Congress, ex
pressed sympathy for the general principle 
of breaking up Old Boy's Clubs but pointed 
out that confidentiality prevails in other 
walks of life. He said, for example, that in 
the legal profession the identities of those 
who mark bar examinations are not revealed. 
And Harkin and other subcommittee mem
bers suggested that identifying peer review
ers might expose scientists to more severe 
pressures than those ganel'ated by the "bud
dy system." 

In an appearance interrupted by calls of 
subcommittee members to the floor, Stever 
provided what was in effect the NSF rebut
tal to the Conlan statement. Stever and 
other NSF officials took issue directly with 
Conlan's assertion that NSF program man
agers might arbitrarily discard certain re
views, insisting that a hard and fast agency 
rule requires that all reviews become part 
of the permanent record of a project. 

Stever said he was submitting for the rec
ord the full files on ISIS and on another 
case which Conlan charged illustrates NSF's 
violation of its own prohibition against pro
viding verbatim reviews to applicants. To 
Conlan's question of whether these files 
would include peer reviews, Stever replied 
that NSF would continue the practice of 
withholding peer review information from 
Congress "unless Congress changed the law." 

To the question of whether scientists now 
participating in the peer review process 
would continue to write reviews if reviewer 
i~ntities were revealed, Stever and other 
flSF officials responded that there was a 
difference of opinion on the matter and that 
no systematic effort to get a reading has 
been made. 

Stever conceded that "isolated mistakes" 
have been made in the peer review process 
but argued that the important question is 
"whether the system is a strong one." He 
ascribed the mistakes to "administrative 
slippages" rather than breaches of integrity. 

When Symington asked "how Congress can 
be reassured" about the workings of the 
system, Stever replied that checks can be 
made "statistically," by assembling data on 
questions such as whether some individuals 
are doing too many reviews and whether "top 
departments" are being treated too well. In 
addition, spot checks can be made on in
dividual cases. 

On the second day of hearings, Bauman 
appeared as a witness and urged strongly 
that a formal way be developed to give Con
gress "prior notification" when research 
projects are approved. He said, however, he 
was "not wedded" to the language of the 
Bauman amendment. Bauman expressed 
doubts that those involved in the "secret 
process" of peer review should be relied on 
exclusively by Congress for information on 
the process. He went on to assert that Con
gress has been remiss in monitoring NSF op
erations and that the authorizing and appro
priations committee supervision of NSF "do 
not approach proper oversight." 

In other remarks, Bauman criticized NSP 
for a tendency to support orthodox scien
tists at the expense of potential innovators, 
indicating that he thought the agency should 
put more emphasis on basic research in hard 
sciences rather than make excursions into 
behavioral science research and education 
projects which have caused controversy. He 
suggested that NSF has favored the so-called 
centers of excellence too much and might 
get better results by shifting money to build 
up what, with an ironical twist, he called 
"centers of mediocrity." 

The third day of hearings featured a sta
tistical analysis of peer review transactions 
based on data from fiscal year 1974. NFS's 
new deputy director Richard C. Atkinson 
(see box) was the main witness for the 
agency during this phase of the hearings. 

Atkinson said that, of 21,000 "actions" 
on project proposals during the year, about 
49 percent were funded, although "usually 
in amounts lesser than requested by the 
principal investigator." He said that about 
44 percent of the total got ad hoc reviews 
(written reviews); 28 percent, panel re
views; and 28 percent, both panel and ad 
hoc reviews. As a rule, physical science 
projects received ad hoc reviews, and life 
scien ce and behavioral science reviews 
tended to re.ceive panel reviews, more or 
less on the National Institutes of Health 
model. The general import of the analysis 
is indicated by the following excerpt from 
the testimony which Atkinson presented. 

In NSF's statistical studies of the distribu
tion of research dollars by states, we have 
considered many other characteristics of the 
states. Some of these are reviewed in the 
report mentioned earlier. The picture that 
emerges is fairly clear. In general, the dis
tribution of research funds is closely corre
lated with state characteristics, such as pop
ulation, income tax revenues, doctoral sci
entists in the labor force, and so forth. There 
are three states-California, Massachusetts, 
and New York-which receive more NSF dol
lars than they should based on these crite
ria. However, when various measures of sci
entific excellence are examined, it is clear 
that t h ese states are receiving fewer dollars 
than they qualify for based on their scien
tific merit. Obviously NSF's distribution of 
funds turns out to be something of a com
promise between a state's population and 
its collection of scientific talent. NSF has no 
precise formula for making this compromise, 
rather the various forces operating on NSF 
have defined its policy. Whether this policy 
is correct may well be judged ditrerently by 
different individuals. 

Atkinson was representing NSF at a 
congresisonal hearing for the first time. He 
hasn't yet quite got the hang of giving the 
bla!ld bureaucratic a nswer to the hostile 
q uery or of exploiting the fat, friendly 
question; some of the subcommittee mem
bers probably found this refreshing. Atkin
son had been directly involved in the agency 
analysis of the peer review system and 
was thoroughly familiai" with the figures. 
He was less successful, however, in dealing 
with questions from the subcommittee on 
the general operations of NSF. 

Actually, this is not surprising. When 
subcommittee members asked specific 
questions about the rules under which NSF 
operates peer review, for example, veteran 
NSF officials had difficulty quoting chap
ter and verse. As one high-level staff mem
ber observed during a break. NSF admin
istrators have depended as much on an "oral 
tradition" to transmit precedents and pro
cedures to new staff members as on a body 
of written rules. 

NSF for its first 25 years was a relatively 
small, intimate agency with a generally 
good reputation with both Congress and 
the scientific community. Until just a. few 
years ago, the NSF director reviewed every 

grant award the agency made. NSF is too 
big for that now, and, after Watergate, it is 
too much for congressmen to assume that 
any government official's word is his bond. 

The congressmen on the subcommittee 
appear to be a bit emba.rrassed that Con
gress hasn't done a more thorough job of 
oversight of NSF in the past and obviously 
intend to correct that. NSF officials, who 
are moving to tighten up NSF's adminis
trative ma.chinery, also seem aware that 
they will, henceforth, have to come up with 
better answers to congressional questions. 
The second week of hearings should con
tinue the process of mutual education. 

JOHN WALSH 

By Mr.INOUYE: 
S. 2428. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to permit an in
dividual who is an active participant in 
a retirement plan to claim the deduction 
for retirement savings for amounts con
tributed by him to an individual retire
ment account, for an individual retire
ment annuity, or for a retirement bond, 
to the extent that the amounts paid by 
him or on his behalf under the retire
ment plan does not equal the maximum 
amount of the retirement savings de
duction to which he would be entitled if 
he were not an active participant in such 
plan. Referred to the Committee on Fi
nance. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing legislation to expand the 
coverage of our current employee re
tirement legislation in order to permit 
employees who are covered by a pension 
or profit-sharing plan by their employer, 
to also establish an individual retirement 
account. 

Under the provisions of this bill th"c;e 
individuals would be allowed to contrib
ute the difference in value between what 
their company is providing, and the 
maximum allowable under current law, 
if they had been enrolled in an individual 
retirement account. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 2428 
A bill to amend the Internal Revenue Code 

of 1954 to permit an individual who is an 
active participant in a retirement plan to 
claim the deduction for retirement savinf!'s 
for amounts contributed by him to an 
individual retirement account, for an in
dividual retirement annuity, or for a re
tirement bond, to the extent that the 
amounts paid by him or on his behalf 
under the retirement plan does not equal 
the maximum amount of the retirement 
savings deduction to which he would be 
entitled if he were not an active partici
pant in such plan 
Be it enacted by the Senate arid House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) 
section 219(b)(2) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954 (relating to limitations and 
restrictions on the deduction allowable to 
individuals covered by certain other plans) 
is amended to read as follows: 

"(2) Individuals covered by certain other 
plans.-In the case of an individual who, for 
any part of the taxable year, was covered 
by another retirement plan, the amount al
lowable as a deduction under subsection (a.) 
to that individual for the taxable year after 
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the appllcation of paragraph (1) of this sub
section shall be reduced by an amount equal 
to the sum of the amounts contributed by 
or on behalf of such individual to such plan 
for the taxable year.". 

(b) Section 219(c) of such Code (relating 
to definitions and special rules) ls amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new paragraph: 

"(3) Covered by another retirement 
plan.-For purposes of this section an in
dividual is treated as covered by another 
retirement plan for the taxable year if for 
any part of such year-

" (A) he was an active participant in
"(i) a plan described in section 401(a) 

which includes a trust exempt from tax 
under section 501 (a) , 

.. (U) an annuity plan described in section 
403(a), 

"(111) a qualified bond purchase plan de
scribed in section 405 (a) , or 

.. (iv) a plan established for its employees 
by the United States, by a State or political 
subdivision thereof, or by an agency or in
strumentality of any of the foregoing, or 

"(B) amounts were contributed by his 
employer for an annuity contract described 
in section 403(b) (whether or not his rights 
in such contract are nonforfeitable) .". 

SEC. 2. The amendments made by the first 
section o! this Act apply to taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 1974. 

By Mr. JACKSON (for himself 
and Mr. FANNIN) (by request) : 

S. 2429. A bill to provide for divestiture 
from the United States of ownership of 
the Mar-A-Lago National Historic Site, 
Fla., and for other purposes. Referred 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, by re
quest, I send to the desk, on behalf of 
myself and the Senator from Arizona 
(Mr. FANNIN), a bill to provide for di
vestiture from the United States of own
ership of the Mar-A-Lago National His
toric Site, Fla., and for other purposes. 

Mr. President, this draft legislation 
was submitted and recommended by the 
Department of the Int~rior, and I ask 
unanimous consent that the executive 
communication accompanying the pro
posal from the Secretary of the Interior 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, D.C., September 18, 1975. 

Hon. NELSON RocKEFELLER, 
President of the Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Enclosed is a pro
posed bill "To provide for divestiture from 
the United States of ownership of the Mar
A-Lago National Historic Site, Florida, and 
for other purposes." 

We recommend that the blll be referred 
to the appropriate Committee for consider
ation, and that it be enacted. 

The Act of October 21, 1972 (86 Stat. 1049) 
authorized the Secretary of the Interior to 
accept, maintain, develop, and administer 
the Mar-A-Lago National Historic Site as a 
pa.rt of the National Park System at such 
time as the right to possession of the real 
and personal property comprising Mar-A
Lago, owned by the late Mrs. Marjorie Mer
ri weather Post, should vest in the United 
States. The Act also directed the Secretary 
to take necessary actions to provide for ad
mlnlstration and use of the site as a tem
porary residence for visiting foreign dig
nitaries or heads of Sta.te or members of the 
Executive Branch of the United States Gov
ernment. In addition, the Act established a 
Mar-A-Lago National Historic Site Advisory 

Commission to consist of five members ap
pointed by the Secretary. 

That Act contained no authorization for 
appropriation of funds to administer the 
site. This was in accordance with this De
partment's understanding, as reported to the 
House Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs on August 28, 1972, that an endow• 
ment would be established by Mrs. Post in 
order that operation and maintenance of the 
property would be accomplished without re
sort to appropriated funds. 

Upon the death of Mrs. Post, title to the 
real property vested in the United States 
pursuant to an inter vivas conveyance made 
by her on December 18, 1972, in which she 
reserved a life estate. The endowment, con
sisting of shares of General Foods stock, was 
established by Mrs. Post's will for the pur
pose of funding, from income, the cost of 
administering the site. 

It has become apparent to us that the 
income from the endowment will not be 
sufficient to maintain this property at a 
proper standard. This is due to a decline in 
dividend income and rapidly escalating 
maintenance costs, neither of which was 
forecast at the time of authorization in 1972. 
We estimate the annual cost of maintain
ing the site, with no provision for even the 
Ininimal degree of public use contemplated 
in 1972, will total approximately $341,000. 
However, income from the endowment is ex
pected to total only about $163,000 during 
the current fiscal year. Maintenance at a 
standard compatible with limited public use 
ls now estimated to cost at least $300,000 
annually. 

The payment of reasonable fees for the use 
of Mar-A-Lago, by visiting heads of State 
has been suggested to cover that deficit, and 
we have explored the security and other 
problems attendant to such use. However, we 
have been unable to assure ourselves that 
such use would be feasible or would provide 
the requisite amount of supplemental in
come. 

We intend to honor the commitment made 
to the Congress that this project should not 
require the expenditure of appropriated 
funds. Due to the conditions herein de
scribed, it has been necessary, however, to 
expend $44,000 of public funds for purposes 
of sustaining minimal maintenance during 
fiscal year 1975. The same amount has been 
requested for fiscal year 1976. We do not 
believe that the Park Service should be re
quired to expend its limited resources at a 
site which affords no foreseeable opportunity 
for public use and enjoyment. 

Accordingly, since we believe that the 
property should no longer be part of the 
National Park System, section 1 of the draft 
bill would authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior to take such action as is necessary 
to divest the United States of the right to 
possession of, and title to, the real and 
personal property comprising the Mar-A
Lago National Historic Site. This language 
would be consistent with the deed convey
ing Mar-A-Lago to the United States, which 
stated in part that " ... if, in the opinion 
of the Secretary of the Interior, there are 
not sufficient funds made available to ad
minister and maintain the conveyed prop
erty, and if authorized by Act of Congress, 
the estate hereby created in the United 
States of America shall cease and terminate 
and the fee simple title to the above de
scribed land and premises shall thereupon 
vest in the Marjorie Merriweather Post 
Foundation of D.C." Section 2 of the draft 
bill would repeal the above described Act cf 
October 21, 1972. 

The Office of Management and Budget has 
advised that there is no objection to the 
presentation of this draft bill from the 
standpoint of the Administration's program. 

Sincerely yours, 
DOUGLAS P. WHEELER, 

Acting Assistant Secretary of the 
Interior. 

By Mr. MAGNUSON: 
S. 2430. A bill to amend the act of Au

gust 24, 1966, as amended. to assure 
humane treatment of certain animals, 
and for other purposes. Referred to the 
Committee on Commerce. 
ANIMAL WELFARE ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1975 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, today 
I introduce legislation designed to assure 
the humane treatment of animals in 
transit, as well as to end the barbaric 
practice known as animal fighting. 

Mr. President, this bill, the Animal 
Welfare Act Amendments of 1975, is 
identical to legislation recently intro
duced in the House of Representatives 
by my distinguished colleague from the 
State of Washington and chairman of 
the House Committee on Agriculture, 
Representative THOMAS s. FOLEY. Fur
thermore, the bill is very similar to an
other measure, S. 1941, which was re
cently introduced in this body by the dis
tinguished Senator from Connecticut, 
Mr. WEICKER, and myself. Since Mr. 
WEICKER and I have spoken at some 
length about the need for this type of 
legislation, I will not do so now. I would, 
however, like to give my colleagues in the 
Senate a brief description of what this 
bill does. 

The Animal Welfare Act of 1971 pro
vided the Secretary of Agriculture with 
the authority to prescribe standards for 
the humane treatment of animals by ani
mal dealers, research facilities, and ex
hibitors. The act did not, however, pro
vide the Secretary with the authority to 
promulgate similar standards for the 
handling of animals by common car
riers-such as railroads, air lines, and 
shipping lines-and other intermediate 
handlers who transport animals. Conse
quently, the treatment of animals in 
transit can be abusive, if not fatal to 
them. The legislation which I am intro
ducing today would close the gap in the 
1971 act by extending the provisions of 
that law to common carriers and other 
intermediate handlers of animals, thus 
permitting the Secretary of A~riculture 
to set down standards for the treatment 
of animals by these individuals. Such 
standards might include, for instance, 
feeding, ventilation, and medical atten
tion before or during transit. 

The Animal Welfare Act Amendments 
of 1975 would also put an end to the in
humane practice of animal fighting, in 
which two or more animals are pitted 
against each other in a bloody battle for 
purposes which include snort and wager
ing. My bill would make it illegal to buy, 
sell, or move in interstate commerce any 
animal which is destined to be used in 
such a venture. Furthermore, the bill 
would make it illegal to sponsor or in any 
way participate in such activities or to 
use the U.S. mails to advertise these 
fights. Finallv, the amendments would 
impose a rather stiff penalty, $5,000 or 
up to a year in prison, for violations of 
the antianimal fighting provisions. 

Mr. President, the Senate Commerce 
Committee presently has pending before 
it legislation to improve conditions for 
animals in transit as well as legislation 
to end animal fighting activities. The 
Animal Welfare Act Amendments of 1975 
would combine the approaches of these 
bills and give the committee another al-
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tematlve to consider when it holds hear
ings on the animal welfare issue. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the Animal Welfare 
Act Amendments of 1975 be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 2430 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Animal Welfare Act 
Amendments of 1975". 

SEC. 2. The Federal Laboratory Animal Wel
fare Act of August 24, 1966 (80 Stat. 350, as 
amended by the Animal Welfare Act of 1970, 
84 Stat. 1560; 7 U.S.C. 2131-2155) is hereby 
further amended by adding the following at 
the end of the first section thereof: "It is 
also essential for humane r::::asons to pro
hibit certain animal fighting ventures. "The 
Congress hereby finds that animals and activ
ities which are regulated under this Act are 
either in interstate or foreign commerce or 
substantially affect such commerce or the 
free fl.ow thereof, and that regulation of ani
mals and activities as provided 1n this Act 
is necessary to prevent and eliminate bur
dens upon such commerce, to effectively 
regulate such commerce, and to carry out 
the objectives of this Act.". 

SEc. 3. Section 2 of such Act is amended 
by deleting paragraph (d) defining "affect
ing commerce"; and by amending para
graph (c) defining "commerce" by chang
ing the last clause to read "or within any 
State, territory, or possession, or the District 
of Columbia, or the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico.". 

SEc. 4. Such Act is further amended by 
deleting the term "affecting commerce", 
from paragraphs (c) and (f) of section 2 and 
sections 4, 11, and 12, wherever the quoted 
term appears therein, and by substituting 
therefor the term in commerce,''; and by 
deleting the term "affecting commerce", 
the phrase "or the intended distribution of 
which affects commerce, or will affect com
merce," and substituting therefor the phrase 
"or are intended to be moved in commerce,''. 

SEC. 5. Section 2 of such Act is further 
amended by adding thereto t·.;o new para
graphs to read: 

"(i) The term 'intermediate handler' 
means any person (other than a dealer, re
search facility, exhibitor, any person ex
cluded from the definition of a dealer, re
search fac1lity, or exhibitor, an operator of 
an auction sale, or a carrier, who ls engaged 
in any business in which he receives custody 
of animals in connection with their trans
portation in commerce. 

"(j) The term 'carrier' means the oper
ator of any airline, railroad, shipping line, or 
other enterprise, which is engaged in the 
business of transporting any animals for 
hire.". 

SEC. 6. Section 6 of such Act is amended by 
inserting after the term "research facility", 
a comma and the term "every intermediate 
handler, every carrier,''. 

SEC. 7. Section 9 of such Act is amended by 
inserting after the term "Section 12 of this 
Act,'', the term "or an intermediate han
dler, or a carrier,", and by deleting the term 
"or an operator of an auction sale as well as 
of such person" at the end of section 9 and 
substituting therefore the following term: 
"operator of an auction sale, intermediate 
handler, or carrier, as well as of such per
son.". 

SEC. 8. Section 10 of such Act is amended 
by deleting the phrase "upon forms supplied 
by the Secretary" from the first sentence and 
by adding aftier the second sentence a new 
sentence to read as follows: 

"SEC. 10. Int.ermediate handlers and car
riers shall make and retain for such reason
able period of time as the Secretary may 
prescribe, such records with respect to the 
transportation. receiving, handling, and de
livering of animals as the Secretary may 
prescribe.". 

SEc. 9. Section 13 of such Act is amended 
by designating the provisions thereof as par
agraph (a) and by adding, after the second 
sentence therein, a new sentence to read: 
"The Secretary shall also promulgate stand
ards to govern the transportation in com
merce, and the handling, care, and treat
ment in connection therewith, by intermedi
ate handlers, air carriers, or other carriers, 
of animals consigned by any dealer, research 
facility, exhibitor, operator of an auction 
sale, or other person, or any department, 
agency, or instrumentality of the United 
States, for transportation in commerce. The 
standards shall include such requirements 
with respect to containers, feed, water, rest, 
ventilation, temperature, handling, adequate 
veterinary care, and for other factors as the 
Secretary determines are relevant in assur
ing humane treatment of animals in the 
course of their transportation in commerce.". 

Ssc. 10. Section 13 of such Act is further 
amended by adding at the end thereof new 
p".ragraphs (b), (c). and (d) to read: 

"(b) No animal, shall be delivered by any 
dealer, research facility, exhibitor, operator 
of an auction sale, or department, agency, or 
instru..."llentality of the United State3, to any 
intermediate handler or carrier for transpor
t<l.tion in commerce, or received by any such 
handler or carrier for such transportation 
fr-0m any such person, department, agency, 
or instrumentality, unless the animal is ac
companied by a certificate issued by a veteri
narian licensed to practice veterinary medi
cine, certifying that he inspected the animal 
on a specified date, which shall not be more 
than ten days before such delivery, and, 
when so inspected, the animal was sound and 
healthy. Such certificates received by the in
termediate handlers and the c.:irriers shall 
be retained by them, as pro"lided by regula
tio!lS of the Secretary, in accordance with 
section 10 of this Act. 

"(c) No dogs or cats, or additional kinds or 
classes of animals designated by regulation 
of the Secretary, shall be delivered by any 
person to any intermediate handler or carrier 
for transportation in commerce except to 
registered research facilities if they are less 
than eight weeks of age, or such othe·r age 
as the Secretary may by regulation prescribe. 
The Secretary shall designate additional 
kinds and classes of animals and may pre
scribe ages different than eight weeks for 
particular kinds or classes of dogs, cats, or 
designated animals, for the purposes of this 
section, when he determines that such action 
is necessary or adequate to assure their hu
mane treatment in connection with their 
transportation in commerce. 

"(d) No intermediate handler or carrier 
involved in the transportation of any animal 
in commerce shall participate in any arrange
ment or engage in any practice under which 
the cost of such animal or the cost of the 
transportation of such animal is to be paid 
and collected upon delivery of the animal 
to the consignee, unless the consigner guar
antees in writing the payment of transpor
tation charges, including, where necessary, 
both the return transportation charges and 
an amount sufficient to reimburse the car
rier for all out-of-pocket expenses incurred 
for the care, feeding, and storage of any live 
creature." 

SEc. 11. Section 15 of such Act is amended 
by inserting after the term "exhibition" In 
the first sentence, a comma and the term 
"or administration of statutes regulating the 
transportation in commerce or handling 1n 
connection therewith any animals", and by 
adding the following at the end of the sen-

tence: "Before promulgating any standard 
governing the transportation and handling 
in connection therewith, of animals, the Sec
retary shall consult with the Secretary of 
Transportation who shall have the authority 
to disapprove any such standard if he noti
fies the Secretary, withi!l thirty days after 
such consultation, that changes in its provi
sions are necessary in the interest of flight 
safety.". 

SEC. 12. Paragraph (a) of section 16 of 
such Act is amended by inserting the term 
"intermediate handler, carrier," in the first 
sentence after the term "exhibitor," ea,.h 
time the later term appears in the sent"n~e: 
by inserting before the period in the second 
sentence, a comma and the term "or ( 5) 
such animal is held by an intermediate han
dle1· or a carrier" and by deleting the term 
"or" before the term "(4)" i'1. the third 
sentence. 

SEC. 13. Section 19 of such Act is ame!"lded 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new paragraph (d): 

"(d) Any intermediate handler or carrier 
that violates any provision of section 13 of 
this Act or any standard promulgated there
under may be assessed a civil penalty by 
the Secretary of not more than $1,000 for 
each such violation. Each violation shall be 
a separate offense. No penalty shall be as
sessed unless such person is given notice and 
opportunity for a hearing with respect to the 
alleged violation, and the order of the Sec
retary assessing a penalty shall be final and 
conclusive unless the affected person files an 
appeal from the Secretary's order with the 
appropriate United States court of appeals. 
Such court shall have exclusive jurisdiction 
to enjoin, set aside, suspend (in whole or in 
part), or to determine the validity of the 
Secretary's order, and the provisions of sec
tions 2341, 2343 through 2350 of title 28, 
United States Code, ~hall be npnlicable to 
such appeals and orders. Any such civil pen
alty may be compromised by the Secre+.ary. 
Upon any failure to pay the peralty assessed 
by a final order under this section, the Sec
retary shall request the Attorney General to 
institute a civil action in a district cot•rt o! 
the United States or other United States 
court for any district in which such person 
is found or resides or transmits business, to 
collect the penalty, and such court shall have 
jurisdiction to hear and decide any such 
action.". 

SEC. 14. Section 24 of such Act ls amended 
by inserting a comma and the term "inter
mediate handlers, and carriers" after the 
term "dealers" 1n the third sentence; and 
by adding a comma. and the following pro
rvisions before the period at the end of the 
first sentence: "except that the regulations 
relating to intermediate handlers and car
riers shall be prescribed no later than nine 
months from the date of enactment of the 
'Animal Welfare Act Amendments of 1975'.". 

SEC. 15. Section 25 of such Act is amended 
by inserting after subsection (3) the follow
ing new subsection: 

"(4) recommendations and conclusions 
concerning the aircraft environment as it 
relates to the carriage of live animals in air 
transportation." 

SEC. 16. (a) Such Act is amended by add
ing at the end thereof the following new 
section: 

"SEc. 26. (a) It shall be unlawful for any 
person to knowingly sponsor, or exhibit 
an animal in any animal fighting venture to 
which any animal was moved in interstate 
or foreign commerce. 

"(b) It shall ?e unlawful for any person 
to sell, buy, transport, or deliver to another 
person or receive from another person for 
purposes of transportation, in interstate or 
foreign commerce any dog or other animal 
for purposes of having the dog or other 
animal participate in an animal fighting ven
ture. 
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"(c) It shall be unlawful for any person 

to knowingly use the mail service of the 
United States Postal Service or any interstate 
instrumentality for purposes of promoting 
or in any other manner furthering an animal 
fighting venture. Section 3001(a) of title 
39, United States Code, is amended by adding 
immediately after the words "title 18" a 
comma and the words "or section 26 of the 
Federal Laboratory Animal Welfare Act". 

"(d) Any person who violates subsection 
(a) , (b), or (c) shall be fined not more than 
$5,000 or imprisoned for not more than 
one year, or both, for each such violation. 

" ( e) The Secretary or any other person 
authorized by him shall m ake such investi
gations as the Secretary deems necessary 
to determine whether any person has vio
lated or is violating any provision of this 
section, and the Secretary may obtain the 
assistance of the Federal Bureau of Investi
gation, the Department of the Treasury, or 
other law enforcement agencies of the United 
States, and State and local governmental 
agencies, in the conduct of such investiga
tions, under cooperative agreements with 
such agencies. A warrant to search for and 
seize any animal which there is probable 
cause to believe was involved in any viola
tion of this section may be issued by any 
judge of the United States or of a State 
court of record or by a United States com
missioner within the district wherein the 
animal sought is located. Any United States 
marshal or any person authorized under 
this section to conduct investigations may 
apply for and execute any such warrant, and 
any animal seized under such a warrant 
shall be held by the United States marshal 
or other authorized person pending disposi
tion thereof by the court in accordance with 
this paragraph (e). Necessary care including 
veterinary treatment shall be provided while 
the animals are so held in custody. Any ani
mal involved in any violation of this section 
shall be liable to be proceeded against and 
forfeited to the United States at any time 
on complaint filed in any Unit ed States dis
trict court or other court of the United 
States for any jurisdiction in which the ani
mal is found and upon a judgment of for
feiture shall be disposed of by sale for law
ful purposes or by other humane means, as 
the court may direct. Costs incurred by the 
United States for care of animals seized 
and forfeited under this section shall be re
coverable from the owner of the animals if 
he appears in such forfeiture proceeding or 
in a separate civil action brought in the 
jurisdiction in which the owner is found, 
resides, or transacts business. 

"(f) For purposes of this section-
"(1) the term 'animal fighting vent ure' 

means any event which involves a fight be
tween at least two animals and is conduct.ed 
for purposes of sport, wagering, or en tertain
ment; 

"(2) the term 'interstat e or foreign com
merce' means-

"(A) any movement between any place in 
a State to any place in another State or 
between places in the same St ate through 
another State; or 

"(B) any movement from a foreign coun
try into any State, 

" (3) the term 'interstate instrumentality' 
means telegraph, telephone, radio, or televi
sion operating in interstate or foreign com
merce; 

"(4) the term 'State' means any State of 
the United States, the District of Columbia, 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and any 
territory or possession of the United States: 

" ( 5) the term 'animal' means any live dog 
or other mammal, except man; and 

"(6) the conduct by any person of any 
activity prohibited by thfs section shall not 
render such person subject to the other sec
tions of this act as a dealer. exhibitor, or 
otherwiae. 

"(g) The provisions o! this Act shall not 
supersede or otherwise invalldat.e any such 
State, local, or municipal legislation or ordi
nance relating to animal fighting ventures 
except in case of a direct and irreconcilable 
conflict between any requirements therender 
and this Act or any rule, regulation, or stand
ard hereunder.". 

SEc. 18. I! any provision of this Act or of 
the amendments made hereby or the appli
cation thereof to any person or circum
stances is held invalid, the validity of the 
remainder of the Act and the l'emaining 
amendments and of the application of such 
provision to other persons and circumstances 
shall not be affected thereby. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS 
AND RESOLUTIONS 

s. 1532 

At the request of Mr. CLARK, the Sena
tor from Indiana <Mr. BAYH) was added 
as a cosponsor of S. 1532, a bill to amend 
the Packers and Stockyards Act, 1921, to 
clarify the authority of the Secretary of 
Agriculture to require reasonable bonds 
from packers in connection with their 
livestock purchasing operations, and for 
other purposes. 

s . 1962 

At the request of Mr. CLARK, the Sena
tor from Wyoming <Mr. McGEE) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 1962, a bill to 
amend the Domestic Volunteer Service 
Act of 1973 to provide that volunteers in 
foster grandparent programs may fur
nish supportive services to mentally re
tarded individuals regardless of the age 
of such individuals. 

s. 2067 

At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the Sena
tor from Nevada <Mr. LAXALT) was added 
as a cosponsor of S. 2067, a bill to limit 
the period of authorization of new budget 
authority and to require comprehensive 
review and study of existing programs for 
which continued budget authority is 
proposed to be authorized by committees 
of the Congress. 

s. 2207 

At the request of Mr. FONG, the Sena
tor from Indiana <Mr. BAYH), the Sen
ator from Nevada <Mr. CANNON), the 
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. HUDDLE
STON), the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
INOUYE), the Senator from Nevada <Mr. 
LAxALT), the Senator from Washing
ton (Mr. MAGNUSON), and the Senator 
from North Dakota <Mr. YOUNG) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 2207, a bill to 
provide for the exclusion of industrially 
funded personnel in computing the total 
number of civilian personnel authorized 
by law for the Department of Defense in 
any fiscal year. 

s . 2293 

At the request of Mr. HELMS, the Sen
ator from New York (Mr. BUCKLEY) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 2293, a bill to 
amend section 402 of the Highway Safety 
Act of 1966, relative to compulsory 
helmet laws for motorcyclists. 

s. 2301 

At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the 
Senator from Oregon <Mr. PACKWOOD) 
was added as a consponsor of S. 2301, a 
bill to authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior to construct , operate, and main-

tain the Tualatin Second Phase reclama
tion project in Oregon, and for other 
purposes. 

s. 2315 

At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the 
Senator from Oregon <Mr. PACKWOOD) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 2315, a 
bill to return the privately built and 
maintained reservoir known as Lake Os
wego, Oregon, to its traditional status as 
a nonnavigable water of the United 
States. 

s. 2350 

At the request of Mr. SYMINGTON, the 
Senator from Texas <Mr. BENTSEN) and 
the Senator from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
HUGH SCOTT) were added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2350, a bill to amend the National 
Security Act of 1947, as amended, to 
provide that the Secretary of the Treas
ury become a statutory member of the 
National Security Cotmcil. 

SENATE RES07 !1TION 144 

At the request o~. Mr. BURDICK, the 
Senator from California <Mr. CRANSTON), 
the Senator from Mississippi (Mr. EAST
LAND), the Senatoc from Oregon (M-1'. 
HATFIELD), the Senri.tor from South car
olina (Mr. HOLLINGS) , the Senator frc m 
Minnesota <Mr. Hu:W>HREY), the Senat·1r 
from New York <Mr. JAVITS), the Sena
tor from Minnesot& <Mr. MONDALE), and 
the Senator from Alaska <Mr. STEVEN:;) 
were added as cosponsors of Senate Res
olution 144, to urge the restoration of 
the status of amate-ar athlete for the late 
Jim Thorpe, and for other purposes. 

SENATE RES~LUTION 245 

Mr. HASKELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the distin
guished Senator from North Dakota (Mr. 
BURDICK) and the distinguished Senator 
from Connecticut <Mr. WEICKER) be 
added as cosponsors to Senate Resolu
tion 245, this being the resolution which 
the distinguished Senator from Oregon 
<Mr. HATFIELD) and I introduced on Sep
tember 17, requesting the President to 
make public all potential agreements 
and commitments in connection with the 
Sinai situation. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED FOR 
PRINTINO 

NATURAL GAS EMERGENCY ACT OF 
1975-S.2310 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 940 AND 941 

<Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. TUNNEY submitted two amend
ments intended to be proposed by him to 
amendment No. 919 intended to be pro
posed to the bill (S. 2310) to assure the 
availability of adequate supplies of 
natural gas during the period ending 
June 30, 1976. 

AMENDMENT NO. 942 

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, I am 
submitting an amendment to the emer
gency natural gas bill which would main
tain the current rates charged to essen-
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tial users who face curtailment. The pro
posals by the Commerce Committee
and by the administration-all indicate 
that there are natural gas supplies avail
able in the intrastate market. All of these 
proposals also indicate that there is a 
.real emergency, whatever Its original 
cause, which affects the health of this 
country and its people. Vital industries 
have been curtailed. We are threatened 
by the gas industry and by President 
Ford with curtailment-related unem
ployment. 

In these circumstances, our job is to 
protect the public. We can do that by 
making available to those essential users 
threatened with curtailment the new 
supplies coming into the intrastate mar
ket. No one quarrels with that realloca
tion of supplies. The fact that all of these 
possible curtailments are for uses recog
nized to be necessary to the national 
good demands that we pay a price based 
on cost plus a fair rate of return-and 
no more. 

We are considering legislation to make 
those intrastate supplies available to the 
interstate market. We need not abandon 
the principle of just and reasonable rates 
when we do that. But the market power 
of the natural gas producers has made 
too many of us do just that. 

S. 2310 and the other emergency pro
posals do not promise to elicit new sup
plies of natural gas. They simply try to 
reallocate existing supplies. Therefore, 
the only argument that ever existed for 
higher prices-which also showed the 
market power of the gas producers
does not apply here. This winter's short
age cannot be cured by "incentive pric
ing." We must have just and reasonable 
prices for basic industries and essential 
users. 
FACTORS WHICH INDICATE THAT THE INTRASTATE 

PRICE IS NOT A "FAm MARKET PRICE" 

First. The recent rise in prices has been 
much greater over a shorter period of 
time than is historically true; and the 
trend is accelerating: 
Weighted average of new gas contract prices, 

1966-72 (¢/Mc/) 

1966 ------------------ 18.5 
1967 ------------------ 19.1 
1968 ------------------ 19.2 
1969 ------------------ 19.8 
1970 (through 

July 1970)----------- 20.2 
July 1970 to 

September 1971_ ____ 28. 4 
September 1971 to Sep-

16.8 
17.3 
17.5 
18.0 

20.7 

24.1 

tember 1972 __________ 28.6 31. 6 
Current--------------- 56 *91.0-1. 17 

•For 1974, the weighted average cost 
per Mc! of 1148 intrastate contracts report.eel 
to the FPC was $0.91. With the addition of 
376 additional contracts thru May, 1975 
(5 months) the average rose to $1.17. Thru 
May, 1975, the highest price paid in intra.state 
buying was $2.44/Mcf. 

Second. Interstate buyers are intra
state sellers with a vested interest in 
pushing up the price of intrastate con
tracts beyond what would be the case 1f 
both parties had to bargain in a free 
market. <See att.ached data..) 

Third. The cost of unregulated natural 
gas reflec~ the cartel-based price of oil, 

rather than market-determined pricing, 
as well as the effects of the threa~ of 
shortage in the intrastate market during 
the last winter. 

Additions to reserves 
Interstate Intrastate 

1964-69 -------------- 11.4 Tc! 5.6 Tcf 
1970-73 -------------- 0. 7 Tcf 8.4 Tc! 
FEA/FPC 

The reason that we are faced with 
curtailments this winter is that gas which 
has historically been committed to the 
interstate market has gone into the 
intrastate market. Regulation of the 
entire nautral gas industry is necessary 
to correct this maldistribution. The 
existence of a monopolized market side
by-side with a price-regulated market 
creates serious supply dislocations, as 
we have seen. If the intrastate market 
had been regulated on a cost basis, the 
new gas supplies would have been 
available to all users. 

NOTICE OF HEARING 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on 

behalf of the chairman of the Committee 
on the Judiciary, I desire to give notice 
that a public hearing has been scheduled 
for Monday, October 6, 1975, at 9:30 a.m., 
in room 2228, Dirksen Senate Office 
Building, on the following nominaticn: 

Ralph G. Thompson, of Oklahoma, to 
be U.S. district judge for the western 
district of Oklahoma, vice Stephen S. 
Chandler, ret:ring. 

Any persons desiring to offer testi
mony in regard to this nomination, shall, 
not later than 24 hours prior to such 
hearing, file in writing with the com
mittee a request to be heard and a stn.te
ment of their proposed testimony. 

The subcommittee will consist of the 
Senator from Mississippi <Mr. EASTLAND) 
chairman; the Senator from Arkansas 
<Mr. McCLELLAN), and the Senator from 
Nebraska (Mr. HRUSKA). 

ANNOUNCE:MENT OF HEARINGS 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, in ac

cordance with the rules of the Commit
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs, I 
wish to advise my colleagues and the 
public that the following hearings and 
business meetings have been scheduled 
before the committee for the next 2 
weeks: 

September 30: Environment and Land Re
sources Subcommittee, 10 a.m., room 3110, 
hearing, S. 75, Kaiser Ridge Wllderness Study, 
California.. 

October 1: Full Committee, 10 a.m., room 
3110, buslnes.s meeting, markup of pending 
calendar business. 

October 4: Environment and Land Re
sources Subcommittee, 9:30 a..m., field hear
ing, Aspen Institute. Aspen, Colo., re Forest 
Service ski permit policy. 

October 6: Environment and Land Re
sources Subcommittee, 9 a.m .. field hearing, 
Denver Post Office Auditorium, Denver, Colo., 
re Forest Service ski permit policy. 

October 7: Minerals, Materials and Fuels 
Subcommittee, 10 a.m., room 3110, hearing, 
S. 152, S. 190, S. 656, and S. 2220, followed 
by full comtnittee to hear S. 2371, regarding 

regulation of mining actlvitle3 with!n areas 
of the national park system. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

FOOD STAMP REFORM 
Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I would 

like to call to the attention of my col
leagues the article by Washington Star 
Reporter Michael Satchell regarding the 
error rate found in the food stamp 
program. 

The article by Mr. Satchell suggests 
nearly $800 million was paid to persons 
who did not qualify for food stamps or 
were the results of overpayment to eligi
ble clients during the past year. 

A projection by the Star further sug
gests that nearly $1 billion wil' be wasted 
through a variety of reasons over the next 
year unless meaningful reform is enacted 
by this Congress. 

My Government Operations Subcom
mittee on Federal Spending Practices, 
and Open Government yesterday released 
a report dealing with the certification 
and eligibility problems encountered in 
the food stamp program. 

The hearings the subcommittee held 
early this year were characterized by a 
similar cry from program administrators 
research experts, the General Account~ 
ing Office, and others-that cry was in a 
simple word-reform. 

Reform for a system that allowed pro
gram errors resulting in nearly 18 per
cent of the total dollars spent of the 
program, to be misspent. 

Reform that saw an application process 
which resulted in 54 percent error rates 
involving both clients and administrators. 

Mr. President, as I have said before I 
do not believe any Member of this body 
would want to deprive the legitimate poor 
of the food stamp program, but I also 
believe some congressional direction must 
be given to the program. 

S. 2369, which I recently introduced 
along with four principal cosponsors, at
tempts to address the application, certi
fication, and eligibilty process. The prob
lems I am sure are going to be fully ex
plored in hearings early in October. Mr. 
President, I see no magic in the solutions 
proposed in S. 2369. It could be that dif
ferent figures will be arrived at and ap
proved by the Agriculture Committee, I 
think the important thing is that we 
start now to make corrective steps in the 
program before the whole thing collapses 
from its own weight. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Washington Star article by Michael 
Satchell be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to ~ printed m the RECORD 
as follows: ' 

U.S. FOOD STAMP PROGRAM ERROR-$797 
Mn.LYON 

(By Michael Satchell) 
The food stamp program, which has served 

for more than a decade as the nation's prin
cipal t.ool for feeding its hungry, has reached 
the point where a lot of people, lrom the 
supermarket checkouts to the halls of Con
gress, are fed up w1th it, at lea.st in its pres
ent form. 
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They feel the program has grown fat, slug

gish and overly generous-with the greedy, 
as well as the needy, enjoying federal largesse 
that will amount to almost $6 billion this 
fiscal year. 

Critics of the once-sacrosanct program 
charge that the mammouth food stamp sys
tem is poorly administered, plagued with 
errors and an open invitation for welfare 
cheats to skim off extra dollars. 

That contention was underscored last 
month when Treasury Secretary William Si
mon labeled the program "a haven for chis
elers and other rip-off artists." 

The results of the Department of Agricul
ture's latest quality control study of the 
food stamp program tend to confirm some 
of the criticism. Projections by The Washing
ton Star, using the error rates uncovered dur
ing the quality control study, suggest that 
the program paid $797 million to people who 
didn't qualify for food stamps, or in over
payments to those receiving them, during 
the year ending June 30. 

That would be about one dollar in six 
misspent of the total $4.7 billion that Agri
culture paid out last :fiscal year to help feed 
America's poor. Royal Shipp, head of the 
food stamp program, put the losses and er
rors rate even higher-at one dollar in five. 

If the error rate, which has remained vir
tually constant for the past two years, con
tinues at the same pace this fiscal year, the 
taxpayers could lose an additional $983 mil
lion m overpayments or payments to ineli· 
gible persons due to mistakes, bureaucratic 
bungling and deliberate cheating. 

Although food stamp officials refused a 
Washington Star request to compute or even 
estimate all the dollar mistakes in the pro
gram, the method used by The Star to com
pute these totals was said by Carl Williams, 
deputy U.S. commissioner for welfare, to be 
a valid way of projecting program-wide er
rors and losses. 

Simon's allegation of widespread fraud and 
cheating by food stamp recipients drew im
mediate, angry denials from program offi
cials, who claim the fraud rate is negligible. 
They base their position on the total num
ber of persons indicted for major fraud, or 
those found to be cheating and those totals 
are, indeed, negligible. 

The fact is that no one, neither Simon 
nor those who run the food stamp program, 
has any precise idea of how much cheating 
and fudging ls going on among the millions 
who buy stamps although there are indica
tions it could be substantial. 

Edward J. Hekman, administrator of the 
Agriculture Department's Food and Nutri
tion Service and a former biscuit company 
boss, grudgingly concedes that the food 
stamp program makes no attempt to learn 
the percentage of people who chisel extra 
dollars from the loosely administered govern
ment giveaway. The states, he said, don't 
want to pursue the question when they con
duct their quality control studies. 

"Why don't you go ask Simon how many 
people cheat on their income taxes," was 
Hekman's constant rejoinder when asked 
about food stamp fudgers. "Go ask HEW 
about welfare cheats." 

The food stamp program was begun in 
1962 as a $14 million experiment in involving 
50,000 people. About 19 million people are 
now buying food stamps, and the government 
is expected to distribute $5.8 blllion during 
the current fiscal year. 

The Department of Agriculture measures 
its performance in administering the pro
gram by an annual quality control study that 
carefully checks a scientific sampling of 29,-
674 non-welfare food stamp households in 
the 50 states and the District. Households al
ready enrolled in other welfare programs 
such as AFDC (Aid to Families With De
pendent Children) or Social Security are not 

tested in this study, because they will have 
automatically qualified for food stamps and 
will have undergone a fairly rigorous eligi
bility check. 

Roughly half the households getting :food 
stamps are already receiving other :forms ot 
welfare assistance. 

The latest survey, taken during the last six 
months of last year, found the program 
riddled with error: 

17.3 percent of the households were in
eligible to receive food stamps. 

26 percent got more stamps than their 
share or paid too little for them (called over
issue). 

10.7 percent received less than they were 
entitled to or paid too much for what they 
got (called underissue) . 

That means 54 percent of the food stamp 
applications had some sort of error, ranging 
from a simple technicality such as a mistake 
in :filling out the application form to ad
ministrative foulups to applicants' lying 
about their income, dependents or job situa
tion in order to boost their food stamp allot
ment. 

A quality control survey in 1973 logged a 
56.1 percent total error rate, so the program 
has improved slightly. 

The quality control study also translates 
these error rates into percentages of dollars 
actually misspent. 

Shipp, who heads the food stamp program 
within the Food and Nutrition Service, 
agreed that mistakes and cheating in the 
program were resulting in "one dollar in five 
being misspent." Said Shipp: '"It is not an 
easy program to administer. It's more dif
ficult than SSI (Supplementary Security In
come) and AFDC." 

The Washington Star recently revealed 
that SSI had overpaid Social Security re
cipients at least $461 million, and the total 
payment excess for the 18 months SSI has 
been in operation is expected to reach $800 
million. The Department of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare has previously acknowl
edged that errors in the AFDC program 
amount to about $1.3 bi111on annually. 

In computing the total of $797 million 
misspent during :fiscal 1975, and projecting 
the potential loss or overpayment of $983 
million in the current fiscal year, The Wash
ington Star took the error rates uncovered 
during the latest quality control study and 
applied them to the total nationwide cost 
of the program. 

Food stamp officials use these error rates 
as a guide to how well the program is being 
administered nationwide. However, they in
sist that to arrive at a nationwide dollar loss, 
it is necessary to go back and recheck every 
food stamp application. With 17 .3 million 
people enrolled in the program last Decem
ber, such a review would clearly be impos
sible. 

The quality control program translated the 
errors made into two categories: the per
centage of errors in terms of households and 
the percentage of bonus dollars that went 
awry. Bonus dollars are the amount paid out 
to those ·purchasing stamps. 

The bonus dollar error rates were as 
follows: 

17.5 percent of the total money paid out 
went to ineligible households. 

8.4 percent of the money was overissued 
to eligible households. 

2.6 percent of the money was underlssued. 
As noted, the quality control study exam

ines only those households that are not par
ticipating in other major welfare programs 
such as AFDC or Social Security. Although 
there is fluctuation, the split ls about 50-50 
between welfare and non-welfare families, 
so these error rates from the quality control 
study were applled only to half of the $4. 7 
b1llion spent during fiscal 1975. 

That gives a dollar error rate of $609 mil-

llon overpayed or given to ineligible non
welfare families. With the error rate for other 
welfare programs running at about 8 per
cent, according to HEW's Williams, that rate 
applied to the remaining half of the food 
stamp program cost is $188 million, and 
that added to the $609 million equals The 
Star's estimated dollar loss of $797 million. 

Although opinion differs on the extent of 
its troubles, just about everyone concerned 
with food stamps both in and out of the 
Agriculture Department agrees that the be
leaguered program needs a major overhaul. 
The consensus of critics interviewed is that 
while the food stamp idea is a good one and 
should not be abandoned, the program has 
been allowed to grow too big too fast, and 
without adequate controls. 

Williams, who has studied the program 
?xtensively at the state level, describes it 
in these terms. 

"If one were to try and consciously design 
a program that would inevitably get out of 
control, it could not be designed better than 
food stamps. The error rate is shocking. The 
potential for cheating and fraud is enormous. 
In effect, the government is giving away bil
lions of dollars with virtually no controls 
at all." 

A government official familiar with the 
program but who requested anonymity due 
to his sensitive position, concurred. "It's rife 
with opportunity for cheating," he said. "If 
it were properly administered, they could 
tighten up on the program costs consider
ably. If I were McGovern (Sen. George S. Mc
Govern, D-S.D., is the leading supporter of 
food stamps in the Congress) , I'd be run
ning for cover right now and working on a 
reform bill." 

Sen. Lawton Chiles, D-Fla., introducing a 
bill to simplify the food stamp certification 
process, told his Senate colleagues: "I find 
nothing in my state that I hear more about 
from the people than their utter contempt 
for the way the program is now operated. 
The need to reform the Food Stamp pro
gram is a pressing one." 

Even the Agriculture Department has been 
forced to air its bureaucratic linen and ac
knowledge that food stamps have had seri
ous problems. In recent Senate testimony, 
Assistant Secretary of Agriculture Richard L. 
Feltner acknowledged that the program has 
"inequities, inconsistencies and plain red 
tape,'' and has a "morass of rules and pro
cedures that are unsatisfactory in coping 
with the increasing demand for fast, accurate 
certification on a mass basis." 

Added Feltner: "Serious questions must be 
raised about whether the benefits of the 
program justify (the) substantial costs." 
How THEY FIGURE WHO GETS FOOD STAMPS 

A great deal of the error an<i confusion 
over Food Stamps stems from the complex 
~orm:u1.a used to calculate whether a family 
is ehg1ble, and if it is, how many stamps 
it may purchase and how much it must pay 
for them. 

The key factors are the size of the fam
ily, the net income, living expenses, bank 
balance, assets and the employment sit'-1a
tion. Program officials admit that the formu
la has several glaring inequities in it. 

To qualify, an individual or family must 
fall within :fixed net income guidelines. A 
single person whose net income is $215 a 
month or less is entitled to buy food stamps. 
The entry point rises to $540 less for a family 
of four and $926 or less for a family of eight. 

The major loophole here is that various 
deductions are allowed from the gross sal
ary before the food stamps net income is 
arrived at. These include local, state and 
federal income taxes, and portions of rent 
or mortgage payments, medical and work ex
pense, child care and education expenses. 

An appllcant skillful at manipulating these 
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deductions can get a fairly high gross in
come down to a low net income. For exam
ple, a large portion of one's rent or mort
gage can be deducted, regardless of whether 
home is a low rent public housing project 
or a $500-a-month penthouse apartment. 

After a case worker arrives at the correct 
formula, the new enrollee can purchase 
stamps. The general rule under the complex 
formula is that the more you earn, the 
more you pay for the stamps. One of the 
ma.1or inequities, according to Food Stamp 
officials, is that large households must pay 
out a greater percentage of their net income 
in order to participate. 

For example, an eight-member household 
entering the program at the $926 income lim
it must spend $238, or 28 percent, of that 
income in order to buy stamps. But a single 
person coming in at the $215 level is only 
required to spend 18 percent of income, or 
$38. 

Among the reforms under consideration 
are equal percentage costs for participants 
and a standardized deduction. 

Once purchased, food stamps are used to 
buy groceries. Non-food items such as house
hold products, alcohol and cigarettes are not 
allowable purchases. Food stores participat
ing in the program then redeem the coupons 
for cash. 

Program officials say 77 percent of food 
stamp recipients have annual gross incomes 
below $5,000 and 92 percent are below $7,000. 
There are a few earning over $10,000. If the 
applicant is honest, the formula makes the 
dollar bonus hardly worth applying for at 
higher income levels. 

WEST VIRGINIA WOMAN AMONG 
PIONEER PATIENTS IN HELPING 
ACHIEVE BREAKTHROUGH IN DI
ABETES THERAPY 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, often 

we acclaim the significant medical ad
vances which give new hope to millions of 
afHicted people, but we fail to recognize 
that there are nonmedical persons living 
today who contributed to those achieve
ments. They are the patients who, either 
voluntarily or who through desperation, 
agree to a new form of treatment or 
operation to blaze a new path in medical 
exploration. 

One such patient, Miss Grace Van 
Horn of Clarksburg, W. Va., is a living 
testimonial to the benefits of insulin. 
She is one of only 60 to 70 persons in the 
United States who has taken daily in
jections of insulin over the past 50 years. 
Grace, whom I know as a long time 
friend, was a student at Salem College 
when it was discovered she had diabetes. 
In those days, the outlook for most di
abetics was almost certain death. But 3 
years earlier, in 1923, the Eli Lilly & 
Co. had begun marketing the first 
commercial insulin product, a codiscov
ery of Dr. Frederick G. Banting and 
Charles H. Best. 

Diabetes is a disease which affects mil
lions of people and is one of the leading 
causes of death in the United States 
today. It has become the leading cause of 
new blindness and the third leading 
cause of all blindness. It is a major health 
problem which can cause up to 75 per
cent of the diabetic population to die 
prematurely from cardiovascular com
plications. Estimates indicate that dia-
betes affects or may affect as much as 10 

to 20 percent of our population, and if 
unrecognized and untreated, can result 
in an early death for many thousands of 
Americans. 

In recognition of the fact that diabetes 
can be successfully treated, if not cured, 
the Lilly Co., has sought to honor those 
patients who have achieved many years 
of healthy, productive living. In a letter 
to Miss Van Horn, Eli Lilly of Indian
apolis, Ind., wrote: 

Most of t he credit fer attaining successful 
control of diabetes beiongs to you, be~ause 
in this disease a significant amount of the 
responsibility for proper therapy is placed 
upon the individual patient. 

Mr. President, this realization can have 
a salutory impact on many newly diag
nosed diabetics. Far from hopelessness, 
they can be convinced that a long and 
happy life is possible and that hopes for 
a cure are worthwhile. Miss Van Horn is 
an aunt of Charles R. Van Horn, Wash
ington representative for the Chessie 
system for the past 20 years. Friends call 
him "Mr. Railroad." He is an honorary 
member of the board of trustees of Salem 
College, which I attended as a student 
and was privileged to serve as a member 
of the board of trustees for more than 50 
years. Coincidentally, Charles Van Horn's 
father, the late Charles W., who was 
operating vice president of the Baltimore 
& Ohio Railroad before his retirement 
in 1949, also was a student at Salem Col
lege. 

Recognizing the role that patients per
form in the control of diabetes and re
la ted diseases is an important part of 
medical history. In order to share with 
others the knowledge that proper care 
and inventive therapy can contribute 
greatly to the health and well-being of 
our Nation, I ask m1animous consent 
that an article appearing in the Clarks
burg Exponent-Telegram concerning the 
special award presented by Eli Lilly & Co. 
to Miss Grace Van Horn be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows : 
[From the Clarksburg (W. Va.) Exponent

Telegram, Sept. 21, 1975] 
MISS VAN HORN ONE OF FmsT IN AREA To U SE 

INSULIN THERAPY FOR DIABETES 

What is it like to be one of the very first 
persons in the Clarksburg area to have used 
insulin therapy for diabetes? There are only 
60 or 70 persons in the United States who 
have taken daily injections of insulin for 50 
consecutive yea.rs, and one of them is Miss 
Grace Van Horn of 705¥2 Duff Avenue, 
Clarksburg, W. Va. 

Eli Lilly and Company of Indianapolis
manufacturer of insulin and pioneer of the 
process to make insulin commercially avail
able in this country in 1923-has presented 
Miss Van Horn with a sterling silver medal
lion commemorating this achievement. The 
sterling silver medallion, a.long with a per
sonal letter to Miss Van Horn from Eli Lilly, 
was presented by Don Molinari and James 
Mayfield of the Company. 

Miss Van Horn began taking insulin for 
her diabetes in June of 1926. She would be 
one of the first persons in this area to begin 
insulin therapy. 

Miss Van Horn was born in Lost Creek in 
1894, and received her elementary education 

there. She did . her high school work at the 
Academy of Fairmont Normal School, and 
earned a first grade teacher's certificate at 
the school. In 1926, she began work on her 
AB degree at Salem College, at which time 
it was discovered that she had diabetes. Dr. 
S. L. Cheny of Clarksburg began treatment 
with the new drug, insulin. 

She finished her work at Salem College 
and graduated with an A.B. degree, after 
which she earned an A.M. at W .V.U., and 
did graduate work at the University of Illi
nois. All during her education, she used in
sulin, diligently measured all her food and 
carefully adjusted her diet to compensate 
for her diabetic condition. 

Miss Van Horn has devoted 44 years of her 
iife to education, as a teacher. Her tenure 
i wJ.udes a year at Bristol, two years at Salem, 
011e year at Newburg High and 40 years at 
Victory High School. She retired from Victory 
in June, 1964. 

Miss Van Horn is a member of the Duff St. 
United Methodist Church, and has member
ship in county, state and national aasocia
tion of Retired Teachers and is a member of 
the Y.W.C.A. and other local organizations. 
She also holds membership in Delta Kappa 
Gamma, an international honor society for 
key women teachers in education. Her dia
betic condition has not hindered her travel, 
she has been in 48 of the States, Canada and 
.·:·e-.ico. 

She is a charter member of the Centra l 
W. Va. Diabetes Association, and is honorary 
dee president this year. 

Dr. Lynwood Zinn f. rs t saw "Miss Grace" 
0 ·1 fay 26, 1950, and has cared for her for 25 
of the 50 years that she has been on insulin. 
James Mayfield, also on hand for the pres
entat ion was graduated from W. Va. School 
of Pharmacy in 1922, the year before insulin 
was made commercially available by the com
pany he joined as a sales representative in 
1934. Jim retired in 196! following 30 years 
of service. He introdu~c'l many varieties of 
insulin to physician,:; in this area over his 
20-year tenm·e. 

!!1. honoring 11.diss Van Horn, Don Molinari, 
Lilly representative in Clarksburg, said this: 

"'This delightful lady is living proof of the 
face that diabetes is a condition which can 
be controlled effectively by insulin and good 
care. Her remarkable health is a credit to 
the fine care she has takeT" of herself over 
the 50 years of insulin therapy. We are very 
pleased to honor Miss Van Horn as one of 
the few people in this nation who has mai".l
tained control with insulin of a diabetic 
condition for 50 years. A truly remarkable 
woman." 

The medallion presented to Miss Van Horn 
was inscribed "I- am a diabetic-Grace Van 
Horn." On the reverse, it is inscribed, "for 50 
years of insulin therapy from Eli Lilly and 
Co." 

SENATOR WEICKER SPEAKS THE 
TRUTH 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, recently 
an important column by Ray Stephens 
appeared in the Flint, Mich., Journal 
and in other Booth newspapers. It took 
note of the views and active role of om· 
colleague Senator WEICKER, in floor de
bates concerning the energy problem. 

The column, written by the chief of 
the Booth Newspapers Washington Bu
reau, is worthy of wide attention. I ask 
unanimous consent that it be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
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WEICK.ER SPEAKS TRUTH, BUT WHO LISTENS 

(By Ray Stephens) 
WASHINGTON.-When the people, in the 

exercise of their wtsdom, choose a president 
next year, it is to be hoped that they also 
have enough common sense to give his party 
control of Congress. 

In that way, and only in that way, can 
we get back to a government that does some
thing, even if it is wrong. That is a condi
tion devoutly to be wished after watching 
two Republican presidents wrestle to a draw 
with a House and Senate tightly controlled 
by Democrats. 

The result has been government by a 
gaggle of political hacks, in bath parties, 
whose concern for the future extends only 
to the next election. This collective myopia 
reflects a conviction among politicians that 
the American people are a bunch of self
indulgent infants who don't have the cour
age to face the realities or bear the burdens 
of the national interest. 

The inanities being tossed around in the 
debate over the oil shortage are a perfect 
example of how politics takes precedence 
over common sense in a national crisis. 

Both President Ford and the Democratic 
leadership in Congress are trying to come up 
with a formula-not a solution, mind you, 
that will make a cosmetic effort to deal 
with the fuel shortage. 

Neither side is willing to face up to the 
only logical solution because each fears an 
angry rea-ction from the voters next year. 

But in every national debate there always 
comes along someone who is willing to talk 
sense, and this time it is a Republican sen
ator from Connecticut named Lowell 
Weicker. 

In last week's vote that sustained Ford's 
veto of the bill to extend controls over the 
price of old domestic oil, Weicker supported 
the White House. But while he voted to sus
tain, he emphasized that he did so only be
cause he considered no controls a lesser evil 
than the controls that would have been ex
tended-for the sound reason that they 
haven't worked. 

No one in the Ford administration hit 
upon the angle, probably because they have 
been too busy trying to figure out how Ford 
can duck the blame when gasoline prices rise 
without any similar increase in this coun
try's oil supplies. 

There won't be any increase in domestic 
supply because the higher prices, while mak
ing a formidable contribution to the con
tinued growth of inflation, won't drive the 
cost of driving high enough to inhibit con
sumption. 

That is the weakness of the administration 
position, and it wasn't pointed out by the 
Democrats because they, like Ford, are afraid 
to tell the American people what must be 
done if we are to have an economic future 
free of foreign influence. 

Weicker, however, didn't shy away. Nor 
did he back off from naming those who are 
going to shoulder the heaviest load. 

First, the senator pointed out that price 
controls have been in effect since 1973, when 
the Arab nations imposed the embargo on oil 
shipments to the United States, and that 
prices nonetheless have soared. 

"We cannot control the price of oil," he 
said. "That is controlled by the OPEC (Or· 
ganization of Petroleum-Exporting Coun
tries) nations." 

The solution advanced by Weicker is to 
free domestic oil from artificial price controls 
while imposing a mandatory fuel conserva
tion program on the American people. 

He said that when the Arab embargo ended, 
Americans went right back to wasting gaso
line in wholesale fashion. 

"The only response I have heard about on 

the part of the Democrats is to put a tax on 
gasoline and on the pa.rt of the Republican 
President and this is removed from his po
sition to decontrol-is to put a ta.rlif on im
ports, Weicker said. 

Either way, the result is the same: ration
ing by price. 

"Both the Republican and the Democratic 
parties, in effect, are saying, 'Let the poor in 
this country, let the elderly, let those on 
fixed incomes, those of moderate income, 
conserve so the rest of us can live up as we 
did pre-embargo days,' " he said. 

A combination of free market prices and 
reduced demand could produce a surplus of 
domestic oil-"the kind of language the 
OPEC nations would understand," Weicker 
said. 

"As unpolitical as some of things I rec
ommend might sound, I think they are un
derstood for what they are. The truth, rather 
than lot of horse manure." 

STEVEN J. WEXLER 
Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, this 

weekend the Senate and the entire Na
tion lost one of its most dedicated pub
lic servants, Mr. Steven J. Wexler, ma
jority counsel of the Senate Labor and 
Public Welfare Subcommittee on Educa
tion. Mr. Wexler died in a senseless traf
fic accident which was not of his own 
making. 

My staff and I have had the privilege 
of working with Mr. Wexler on a number 
of education issues. We in the Senate 
looked to him for advice and counsel and 
he always gave willingly of his time and 
knowledge. He was truly an· outstanding 
expert in his field. He shall be missed by 
all of us. 

My wife Lois and I, as well as my en
tire staff, send our deepest condolences 
to his wife Elizabeth, his young son, 
Adams, to his entire famliy, and to those 
who worked with him. 

INFLATION AND ITS EFFECTS ON 
THE SOCIAL FABRIC 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, once 
again I want to address the Chair and 
my fellow colleagues on the subject of in
:fiation. Once again I feel obliged to speak 
out on what I view as perhaps the most 
crucial long-term problem we face: in
:fiation and i~ effects on the social fabric. 

Mr. President, a high rate of in:fiation 
is not an acceptable price to pay to 
achieve other economic or social goals. 
As the novelist Thomas Mann once said: 

A severe inflation is the worst kind of 
revolution . . . For there is neither system 
nor justice in the expropriation and redis
tribution of property resulting from infla
tion. A cynical "each man for himself" be
comes the rule of life ... The great mass 
of those who put their trust in the tradi
tional order, the innocent and unworldly, all 
those who do productive and useful work, 
but don't know how to manipulate money, 
the elderly who hoped to live on what they 
earned in the past-all these are doomed to 
suffer. An experience of this kind poisons the 
moral of a nation. 

As a member of both the Senate Fi
nance Committee and the Senate Bank
ing Committee, I have seen and heard a 
number of economists testify about the 

evils of infiation and what we as Sena
t.ors can and should do to alleviate these 
evils. Economis~ cover the political spec
trum-you can find a well-intentioned 
economist for every political persuasion. 
And I honestly believe they are all sin
cere. What we as Senators must do is 
winnow in the welter of con:fiicting eco
nomic ideas and theories and construct 
a positive, healthy economic policy. 

One thing all economists seem to agree 
on is that in:fiation is linked to govern
ment deficit spending. The more the gov
errunent spends in deficit and is forced to 
borrow, the more interest rates are 
pusheci upward and the more inflation 
eats at the pocketbook of all Americans. 
Deficit spending is mor·e cruel than in
creased taxation, for at least with taxa
tion the average taxpayer knows what 
amount he pays in taxes. With in:fiation, 
the rates are unknown. It is this fear of 
the unknown, unforeseen, and yet pre
dictable force which destroys confidence 
in government. 

Although there is not one social pro
gram which individually was not con
ceived with the noblest of intentions, I 
am now arguing against the composite 
of all the social programs administered 
and funded by the Federal Government. 
Overeating puts a strain on a person's 
system. At worst, it can kill him by caus
ing a heart attack or in the failure of a 
vital organ. However. moderately and 
wisely eaten, food is not harmful. 

Likewise, a person never died from 
smoking one cigarette. But huge quan
tities in superabundance are harmful. 

The bulk of the tax burden is already 
borne by the middle-income group, "this 
great mass who put their trust in the 
traditional order." There will come a 
time when his largesse and tolerance for 
social programs will have peaked and he 
will rise up in anger and cry out "Enough. 
Stop these programs, I cannot afford 
them." It will not be the merits of any 
particular program, but rather the evils 
of the composite of programs he will rise 
up against. It is our duty as elected lead
ers to anticipate this happening. 

Mr. President, I repeat what I said at 
the beginning of my statement: A high 
rate of inflation is not an acceptable 
price to pay to achieve other economic or 
social goals, because that high rate of 
inflation will, in the long run, vitiate and 
erode any benefits of those goals. Like an 
incurable disease, we do not cure infla
tion with social placebos designed to take 
the patient's mind off the real problem. 
We must root out the source. 

One of the most direct congressional 
means to the economic heal th cure is to 
curb Government spending and to bring 
our budget under control. As an elected 
official concerned about maximizing the 
effects of our economic and social pro
grams, I will continue to vote to curb 
Government spending and keep our econ· 
omy healthy. I cannot conscience exces• 
sive in:fiation which will erode any hope 
for improvement in the quality of life for 
each American. 

I cannot conscience in:fiation which is 
due in any part to excessive Government 
spending. For this reason, I will continue 
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to say "no" to some social and economic 
programs, not on their individual well
intentioned merits, but because of the 
devastating impact they as an aggregate 
wield on our future social stability. 

McCORMALLY ON CUBA 
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, John 

McCormally, editor and publisher of the 
Burlington Hawk Eye, is one of the Na
tion's outstanding journalists. Mr. Mc
Cormally has been recognized for his re
porting and editorial capabilities in Iowa 
and in the Nation at large. During my 
trip to Cuba last spring, Mr. McCormally 
accompanied me and prepared a number 
of highly perceptive articles on that 
country. I ask unanimous consent that 
they be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

FIDEL ON THE FARM: A COWSKED CONFAB 
(By John McCormally) 

JmACOA, REPUBLIC OF CUBA.-Whatever wa
tershed this is, in U.S.-Cuban relations, in 
the long struggle for world peace, it occurred 
in a rich aroma of cow manure. 

I listened to diplomatic dialogue against a 
background of cud-chewing, gently lowing 
Holsteins, a delightful contrast to the stereo
type of striped-pants, cookie-pushing proto
col. 

Sen. George McGovern came to Cuba as a 
member of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee, but Fidel Castro was impressed 
by him more as the ranking majority mem
ber of the Senate Agriculture Committee, 
and representative of the farm state of South 
Dakota. The Castros were farm people. 

So there was nothing irrational about the 
climax of our tour occurring on the 30,000-
acre dairy breeding farm (Nuevo Pueblo Base 
Genetico) run by Fidel's older brother Ra
mon, in the spectacularly beautiful Picadura. 
valley 50 miles east of Havana. 

Cuba, like Iowa and South Dakota, is first 
and foremost agricultural. And it is in agri
culture that America has the most for Cuba, 
and Cuba needs the most from America. So 
you can talk of Guantanamo and the CIA, of 
exchanging base ball teams and developing 
tourism; but where it's really at, as they say, 
is down on the farm. 

To be rational doesn't mean it's dull or 
unspectacular. Nothing in Castro's Cuba is. 
So the climax came with all the drama of an 
old western movie. 

Our press buses (a pair of new, cramped 
little blue Fiats) had dropped us at a kind of 
wayside meeting house in the green valley, 
surrounded by the Jaruga hills, which are 
beginning to yellow in this year's severe 
drought. 

We sprawled on the concrete patio, seeking 
shade and a breeze, thirsty, tired and befud
dled. Where was McGovern? Were we going 
to see Castro yet today, or tonight, or at all? 

Then suddenly, there he is, topping the low 
rise between two hills, coming down the 
blacktop road at the head of a small caravan, 
like John Wayne leading a cavalry charge. 
Fidel is driving the lead vehicle (not a jeep as 
some reporters call it, but a Russian-made 
comm.and car. bigger and sturdier than a 
jeep) and McGovern is in the front seat with 
him, his knees against the Russian subma
chine gun strapped to the dash. Eleanor Mc
Govern is in back with Ramon. 

"A newspaper army!" Fidel calls out in 
mock dismay as we converge on the car. He 
waves the cigar, grinning through the full, 
slightly shaggy beard. He is dressed as he al-

ways is, in the green guerrma uniform, but 
not so egalitarian that it is not of far better 
material and more exquisitely tailored than 
those of the soldiers in the jeeps behind him. 
His only indication of rank is a small dia
mond shaped patch, half red, half black, With 
a white star in the center and a pair of gold 
oak leaves, atop each shoulder. But no Cuban 
(nor for that matter anyone else) needs any 
insignia to identify "Commander in Chief 
Fidel Castro, First Secretary of the Commu
nist Party of Cuba and Prime Minister of 
the Revolutionary Government," which is the 
title laboriously repeated in every reference 
to him in the deadly dull party newspaper. 

"Where is Barbara?" Fidel calls out, to the 
chagrin once again of us mere mortals. NBC's 
Barbara Walters is pushed forward. Cubans 
quickly admit that Fidel's appeal to women 
works both ways. They appeal to him, too. 

But Barbara does her work. "Will you talk 
to us?" she demands. "Impossible," he replies, 
and our hearts sink before we realize he only 
means not there. We are to follow him. I'm 
sprawled over the hood, shooting through 
the windshield, the only vantage point I can 
get. He peers at me mischievously as he guns 
the engine. A soldier gently tugs me out of 
the way. 

We race for the buses, careen across the 
hills to the cow barn. It is an open-sided shed, 
concrete floor, steel stanchions, immaculately 
clean except for the fresh droppings which 
enrich the air. The Holsteins are huge, sleek, 
with impressive udders, obviously top grade 
to any old farm boy. 

"Eleanor grew up milking cows," I hear 
McGovern telling Castro, who ls ple~d 
and pats her shoulder. I am totally frustrated 
in an effort to get Fidel and a cow in the 
same frame. I am blocked and jostled by 
the TV camera, sound and light men. Their 
lights are constantly going on and off, play
ing havoc with my lens settings. So I settle 
for squiring in close to eavesdrops at Mc
Go-;ern's elbow. 

"It seems we produce the things you need," 
McGovern says, and Castro interrupts to say 
"it's true," before McGovern goes on to say 
he means feed grains, meat, breeding stock. 
'"What can you send us?" 

"Sugar and nickel," Castro replies. 
"And cigars?" 
Castro laughs. "Yes, but not as big as this," 

wa. ; ing the 10-incher clinched in his left 
ra :d. "We also need fat-how do you say 
H?-tallow." 

"We've got good control over our cattle," 
he says with what seems a touch of irony, 
referring to American concern about Castro's 
control over his people. The deep-set brown 
eyes have a constant twinkle. He is enjoying 
himself. "Some of our cows have relatives 
in the U.S. (As do some of the Cuban peo
ple?) because cattle in Canada are very 
familiar with cattle in the U.S .. " 

(Cuba has imported a reported 30,000 dairy 
cattle from Canada as basic breeding stock. 
The Canadian Holstein-Freisen Association 
sends groups of farmers to Cuba, who live 
with the Cuban farmers for several weeks at 
a time, as breeding and feeding advisers.) 

Castro explains to McGovern how the 
high-produci 1g Holsteins are being crossed 
with Cuba's Cebu ("What you call Brahmas," 
he says, in a rare lapse into English) . 

The Holstein's production needs a climate 
like Wisconsin. The scrawny, tough Cebu is a 
poor producer, but thrives in scrubby, semi
tropical range, like Cuba's. "We are breeding 
a new race," Castro says, and explains how 
differe nt degrees of crossing are being tried-
75-25 per cent, 50-50, seeking the right com
bination. "We keep careful records on our 
bulls,'' and then with obvious pride he 
boasts, "we will soon be exporting semen." 
(What a far cry from our concern about 
Castro exporting revolution.) 

"What about beef cattle?" McGovern asks. 
Castro is off on a long explanation: 

"Our biggest emphasis is on dairy because 
milk is the universal food. Meat has to be 
a sub-product-a byproduct. Why? Because 
we are a small country with a high popula
tion density. We can't have the luxury of 
big herds of beef cattle, like Argentina and 
Uruguay. The U.S. has 20 inhabitants per 
square kilometer. We have over 80. We're 
almost as inhabited as China." 

"How does your development compare to 
China's?" McGovern interrupts. 

'I' don't know much about China, but I 
understand they have a higher level of man
power. But we have higher equipment." 

The dairy equipment we see is Swedish. 
Castro went on to say the goal was to 

develop the new Holstein-Cebu hybrid into 
a meat as well as a dairy animal, so that 
cows past their prime, and bull calves not 
needed for breeding, will provide Cuba its 
meat. 

(For now the goal is still far off. Both milk 
and meat are rationed, but inexpensive for 
the average Cuban. They get 6 liters (a liter 
is 1.057 quarts) of milk a month, pay 20 
cents a liter, with children getting a liter a 
day. Beef is 45 cents a pound but the limit is 
three-quarters of a pound every nine days.) 

"If trade relations are restored, are you 
interested in the importation of beef?" Mc
Govern asked. 

"Yes, we import beef and p-0ultry from 
Denmark and Bulgaria and Canada.. We also 
import pork. We are developing the produc
tion of pork and poultry. We will have to 
import more feed--<:orn, soybeans, barley. In 
the future, we will just bring in the raw 
materials." 

"We have feed and feeder cattle," Mc
Govern says. 

"Yes,'' interrupts Castro, with emphasis 
again on size, "you have a lot of territory." 

In any setting, this conference between a 
senator and prime minister, across 16 years 
of hostility, would have been unique. Here 
it is especially intriguing-a cow barn con
fab. We move a mUe or two to another milk
ing station, pa.using on the way at a lookout, 
so Fidel can show his guests the beauties of 
the valley. He never seems to lose compo
sure, or show the least exasperation that the 
press is blocking much of the panoramic 
view; nor do the soldiers make any effort to 
hamper or restrain us. Fidel extracts a fresh 
cigar from a leather case, clips it expertly, 
fires it from a large, silver lighter. 

At the next barn I am again jammed up 
close, squeezed against the stanchion as Cas
tro talks about the drought (which is dev
astating south Florida, too) and McGove1·n 
tells him about cloud-i:eeding efforts in the 
U.S. 

It is hot! My clothes are soaked, soggy. The 
sweat runs off my brow, into my eyes, steam
ing my glasses, and it is trickling in a stream, 
down the back of my thighs and calves and 
into my shoes. And then I realize, staring at 
Fidel, that he is cool, totally dry, not a bead 
of moisture on his face. And this despite the 
fa.ct his long-sleeve shirt, seen close-up is a 
heavy twill, and that over it he wears a 
packet of the same shiny, green fabric, but 
which looks thick, heavy. The broad zipper 
is never pulled down much below his Adam's 
apple. I couldn't confirm the speculation it 
is bullet proof. 

I study his beard, which has strands of gray 
(he is 48) and which grows unshaven down 
his throat. The crowd has thrust me back, so 
my rump hangs over the feed trough, and the 
big white-nosed Holstein, more curious than 
hostile is nibbling at it, slobbering on my 
leg, chewing on my coattail and jabbing me 
in the back with her stubby horns. The city 
boys are uneasy. Frank Reynolds o! ABC of
fers to rescue me, but I wave him off. I can't 
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be bothered. After all, I'm covering world purpose-which is to take a step toward nor
h lstory. malization of U.S.-Cuban relations. You don't 

CUBANS TAKE OFF WORK To BUILD THEilt 
OWN HOUSING 

HABANA.-A bunch of you are sitting 
around at lunch time at the steel mill, lis
t en ing to the noon news on Radio Habana, 
from the loudspeakers on the tall pole in the 
yard. You get to talking about the lousy 
housing you're all living in, each outdoing 
the other v.:ith tall tales about how crummy 
it is. 

Then someone says: "Let's quit talking 
about it, and build ourselves some new pads." 
So you talk to your CDR chairman (Com
m ittee for the Defense of the Revolution. 
The committees used to exist primarily to 
root out anti-revolutionary activity; now 
they operate as a kind of block association, 
or employes committee). He (or she) talks 
to the government housing man and soon you 
are organized into a "micro-brigade," which 
usually consists of 33 members. 

Your brigade isn't all from the steel mill· 
it may also include some retired people', 
housewives, students, patients from the 
psychiatric hospital. 

You're assigned to the Alamar housing 
area in the rocky, green hllls which roll 
gently back from the sea, Just east of Havana. 
The sun beats down on green shrubs cling
ing to the hard soil, but the hllls are bright 
with azaleas, frangipan1 and flamboyant 
trees. A small point Jutting out into the sea. 
is strewn with old beige, baroque structures, 
and they point to the farthest one and tell 
you Hemingway lived there. 

So you go to work and build a new a.part
men t house-five or eight stories; and there 
are plans now for 12- and 20-story ones. 
I don't know how long it takes; months, 
I suppose. You're not very efficient at first, 
but you learn as you go, from the govern
ment supervisors, and the government in
spectors approve your work as you go along. 

Meanwhile, back at the steel mill, your 
fellow workers have increased their efforts 
to take up the slack, cover your Job. Replace
ments aren't hired because Cuba has a labor 
shortage. You still draw your regular pay. 

When the apartment unit ls :finished-and 
there are already 30,000 units of the 150,000 
planned for Ala.mar-another committee 
meeting is held to decide who gets to move 
in. You may have thought you were a sure 
thing-since you worked on the project. But 
your fellow workers back at the mill contrib
uted to it, too, because they did your mill 
job while you were hammering nails and 
carrying hod. So you may not get in this 
one, if someone else needs it worse, or quali
fies with a better revolutionary spirit than 
yours. But your turn will come. And when 
it does, because you were in a micro-brigade, 
your rent for the new apartment, will be only 
6 per cent of your income. (If you go into 
a housing unit bullt by regular government 
construction forces, the rent is 10 per cent 
of your income-but never more than that 
for anyone-doctor or worker.) 

This herculean effort by Cubans to house 
themselves better is evidence enough that 
present housing is inadequate. No need to 
belabor the point. There are slmns even if 
we didn't get a guided tour of o~e. That 
we didn't caused a small fiap within our 
otherwise congenial band of travelers. Some 
reporters griped that the Cubans were giving 
us "a showcase tour." Sen. George McGovern 
reacted. 

"If it's a showcase tour, it's my fault," he 
acknowledged. "We're seeing what I told 
them I wanted to see. I didn't come to see 
their !allures. I wanted to see the farthest 
extent of their progress-in health, educa
tion. housing, agriculture. So blame me." 

The senator's request made sense for his 

make up with a neighbor by prowling 
through his trash can or examining his dirty 
laundry. 

But it does leave the reporter with a lot 
of guesswork to do, in trying to put projects 
like Ila.mar in prospective. 

Walking down a road in Ala.mar, McGovern 
was still worrying about the showcase com
plaint, and reiterated to me that it would be 
foolish for him to use his brief time insisting 
on inspecting slums. "Agnew was right," he 
quipped with a grin, "when you've seen one 
slum, you've seen •em all." 

Whooooeee ! I caid to myself. In another 
context, and about three years ago, that 
would have made a hell of a political story. 

Cuba has slums, although most of the re
ports of previous visitors stress that the fa
mlllar Ravanna slums with their shacks of 
cardboard and flattened out tin cars, are 
gone. The important point is that Cuba has 
fewer slums every day-not more, as ts true 
in nearly every other country, including our 
own. 

If Ala.mar and the micro-brigades are con
fusing, that's only the beginning. A reporter 
has neither the time to figure it all out, nor 
the space to explain it if he could. The kind 
of committee action that decides whether you 
move into a new apartment, also applies to 
a. new refrigerator when a stlll rare one be
comes available to your work group. 

Whether you get it depends not only on 
whether you've saved up the three or four 
months' pay to buy it; but also whether your 
group-and apparently your supervisors as 
well--determine that you're the most quali
fied to get the chance to buy it. 

Cuban workers such as at the steel mill 
make about 100 pesos a month ($20) and 
wages range up, according to skills to the 
600 to 700 a month for doctors. A taxi driver, 
for the government cab company, told me he 
made 158 pesos a month. Before the revolu
tion, when he ran an agency that rented 
limousines for weddings and funerals, he 
made 800 pesos a month. (The peso then 
was worth about 20 per cent less, but even 
so, he was taking in a lot more than now.) 

"So you're one of those who ls worse off," 
I prompted. "No," he insisted. "I'm better 
off. Free education for my children, all the 
way through the university. Free medical 
ca.re. Only 10 per cent for rent. And low prices 
for meat and milk and other food." 

"When you can get it;• I interrupted. 
"Yes," he admitted, "there's rationing to 
make sure everyone gets an equal share. But 
no taxes," he went on. "In the old days 
taxes took a lot of my 800 pesos." (Ameri
cans may have difficulty grasping a tax-free 
society. The government doesn't need taxes. 
It lives off income from what it owns-which 
is practically everything.) 

The rationing lines are a sore point with 
Cuban officials and an accepted fact to the 
people. They're sensitive to Americans' 
pointing to the lines as a symbol of social
ism's failure. We have lines, too, they point 
out. In fact, the equivalent of the entire 
population of Cuba-9% million people-is 
standing in line-the unemployment Une
ln the United States. There's no unemploy
ment in Cuba; it has a labor shortage. 

Shortages result from the difficulty in pro
ducing enough for a population that has in
creased 50 per cent in 15 years, and from 
the economic blockade whlch prevents im
porting enough to offset the domestic scar
city. They also come, it appears, from inef
ficiency in distribution. Nationalization of 
all retail business eliminated the free mar
ket; operation; it has not yet been replaced 
by an emctent government-run market sys
tem. The supply doesn't always get where the 
demand is. 

The Cuban answer to this is that the old 
system didn't serve the masses at the eco
nomic bottom; that the new one, for all Its 
difficulties, does. The problem in judging the 
system is that it is, for now, a socialization 
of scarcity; the socialization of plenty would 
look different. 

TOUCHY QUE STION BRINGS TENSE MOMENT IN 
CUBA 

lIABANA.-The touchiest question for Amer
icans in Cuba, providing a tense moment 
when we asked it: Did Fidel Castro have 
anything to do with killing John F. Ken
nedy? 

It was gutsy Barbar a Walters who bluntly 
laid it on him. 

"Absurd," he said, with emotion, the dark 
eyes squinting, then :flashing, "absurd, stu
pid, irresponsible, crazy, and besides very 
dangerous for Cuba." 

He rushed on, as we surrounded him in 
the middle of the white, high-ceilinged room; 
he was reluctant to let it drop. 

The press conference was an organizational 
disaster. The networks crowded in on him 
in a tight circle, with their light and sound 
machinery; motorized cameras whirring and 
grinding, blurring the translations, clutter
ing our tapes. The writing press prowled the 
outer circle, like hungry wolves sniffing an 
opening to dart in for a bite. 

Perhaps it was planned chaos, teaching 
the impudent Americans they did not yet 
deserve the formality of a well-organized 
quiet conference. It was more as if we were 
accosting an accident victim on the street 
than interviewing a head of state. 

Apparently no top translators had been 
assigned. First one, then another of the 
young Foreign Ministry men who'd been our 
guides, was pressed into service. Deputy Pre
mier Rodriguez whose English is excellent, 
roved the perimeter, worriedly monitoring 
the translation. Whenever he'd hear what he 
thought inadequate rendering of Fidel's 
thoughts into English, he'd protest audibly, 
and a new translator would be pushed for 
ward. .Finally, Lionel Martin was drafted. He's 
a Cahfornian who's lived in Cuba 14 years, 
reports for the Canadian Broadcasting co., 
is married to a Canadian who teaches English 
~t the University. Martin's expert in Span
lSh and his English made it easier for us to 
understand; but he admitted later he was no 
skilled translator, and he was sweating from 
the strain. Fidel seemed oblivious to the 
commotion: He was saying it and if we 
didn't get it right, that was ou~ problem. 

I took my shoes off, climbed on a chair so 
I ~ould see, and snap pictures, and tried 
scribbling while balancing there. Back in the 
hotel that night, I compared notes and tanes 
with Marty McReynolds, who lives in Spanl<:h 
as UPI's Latin American man, and here ·s 
what Fidel said about assassinations: 

First, about the CIA's trying to kill him· 
"Those plots are not news to us, but are ap~ 
p arently considered news in the U.S. rt says 
~omething about the quality of U.S. journal
ISm that these things are treated as great 
revelations now." He enjoys giving us the 
shaft. 

Attempts on his life were "armed by the 
CIA and in some cases the weapons came 
from Guantanamo," he said. 

To suggest his involvement in Kennedy 's 
death was "absurd. It is not in the tradit ion 
of the socialist revolution to physically elimi
nate our enemies. We have another concept 
of things." This could be greeted with skep
ticism because socialists, like capitalists do 
"physically ellminate" their enemies on' oc
casion. 

But he went on: "It ls a matter of princi
ple, and it would have been stupid to have 
been responsible for such a serious a.ct. It 
would have been absurd, stupid, irresponsl-



September 29, 1975 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 3-0683 
ble, crazy and, besides, very danger~us for 
Cuba. 

"Kennedy was an adversary we knew. We 
didn't think (had no way of knowing for 
sure) anyone else would be better or worse. 

"He was a very intelligent man, and he had 
begun to understand the error of U.S. policy 
against Cuba. Perhaps Kennedy himself 
could have taken steps toward changing 
t hat policy." 

In the black hours between midnight and 
dawn , while Castro was driving the McGov
erns through the city's back streets in his 
Moskvitch (the Russian version of the Lin
coln Continental) I tried to weigh his denial, 
with its passionate ring of truth, against the 
notes from my pretrip research. 

McGovern had told me that from his :first 
talks with Castro, Fidel had seemed "gen
uinely shocked" at the stories of his com
plicity in Kennedy's assassination. 

The key line from the press conference kept 
jumping out: Kennedy "was a very intelli
gent man, and he had begun to understand 
the error of U.S. policy against Cuba!' 

What does Castro mean by that? How does 
!le know Kennedy had "begun to understand 
.. . ?" 

Because Fidel Castro and John Kennedy 
were in touch at the time of Kennedy's death. 
At the very moment Kennedy was shot in 
Dallas, Castro was having lunch in a villa 
on Veradero Beach, 80 miles east of Havana, 
with Jean Daniel, the French journalist (re
porter for L'Express) who was a friend of 
Kennedy's. Cuban President Dorticos phoned 
Fidel the news, and when he returned to the 
t able to tell Daniel, he said "this ls bad news 
... everything is changed ... all will have to 
be rethought." 

What is eerie to think about, here in the 
Cuban darkness, with the hum of tires on the 
Malecon, and the swish of the sea heard 
through the open balcony door, is that what 
Fidel told us tonight is almost identical to 
what he was saying to Daniel at Veradero 
11 % years ago, almost at the moment Ken
nedy was shot. 

" I believe Kennedy ls sincere . . . that the 
expression of his sincerity could have politi
cal significance . . . I feel he has inherited 
a difficult situation. I also think he ls a 
realist." 

Kennedy, Castro told Daniel, "has the pos
sibility of becoming, in the eyes of history, 
t he greatest President of the United States, 
t he leader who may at last understand that 
there can be coexistence between capitalists 
and socialists, even in the Americas." 

He was summing up that same thought for 
us tonight, nearly a dozen years later, with 
t he words "a very intelligent man, and he had 
begun to understand." 

(I am indebted for this 1963 report 
initially to Maurice Halperin, professor of 
political science in Vancouver, who has 
taught at U. of Oklahoma, Boston U., Uni
versity of Mexico. He recounts the Kennedy
Daniel-Castro connection in his book The 
Rise and Decline of Fidel Castro-U. of Cali
fornia Press, 1972. I've been trying to check 
it out, so far :find no U.S. government dis
avowal of the evidence that a serious dialogue 
had begun with Cuba in the fall of 1953.) 

The probes were on two levels. At the UN, 
Ameri can delegate William Attwood, as he re
port s in his book The Reds and The Blacks: 
Personal Adventure, was making discreet 
overt ures to Cuban Delegate Carlos Lechuga, 
with the approval and encouragement of 
John and Robert Kennedy, Averell Harriman 
and McGeorge Bundy. 

Recall that by then the Bay of Pigs and the 
missile crisis were history; Kennedy in June 
had established new relations with Khrush
chev, and a test-ban treaty was in the works. 
The Cold War was thawing. 

Daniel was in Washington on his way to 
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Havana. Kennedy summoned him to the 
White House, cautiously (to make sure the 
reporter didn't jump on a story about the 
U.S. President's changing Cuban policy) 
dropped hints which he clearly intended 
Daniel to convey to Castro. Then to make 
sure Daniel knew Kennedy was expecting to 
get signals back from Castro, he specifically 
asked Daniel to come see him on his way ba-ek 
from Havana to Paris. 

"The continuation of the blockade depends 
on the continuation of subversive activities," 
Kem1edy told Daniel. It was an offer, Daniel 
later reported, that Castro was ready to 
accept. 

To pin it down, Daniel asked the President: 
"Could the United States tolerate economic 
collectivism?" To which Kennedy pointedly 
replied: "What about Sekou Toure (African 
socialist)? And Tito? I received Marshal Tito 
three days ago, and our discussions were 
positive." 

The signals were clear enough. The Presi
dent of the United States was ready to start 
getting along with the Prime Minister of 
Cuba, whatever their political and economic 
differences. Castro convinced Daniel he was 
ready to accept: "Fidel listened with devour
ing and passionate interest; he pulled his 
beard, yanked his parachutist's beret down 
over his eyes, adjusted his maqui tunic, all 
the while making me the target of a thousand 
malicious sparks cast by his deep-sunk, lively 
eyes ... Three times he made me repeat cer
tain remarks, particularly those in which 
Kennedy expressed his criticism of the 
Batista regime." 

You may wish to dismiss all this as some 
socialist smoke screen; or if you accept that 
Kennedy was buddying up to Castro, you may 
angrily disapprove his doing so. 

But lying here sleepless in The Havana 
Rivera, this monument to Meyer Lansky and 
the Miami Mafia, I :find myself believing Fidel 
Castro told us the truth tonight; and I am 
haunted by the probability that the shooting 
of John Kennedy (by whoever did it) cost 
us, among other things, a dozen unnecessary 
years of hostility with Cuba. 

BEHIND THE Coco:r-.TUT CURTAIN 

HABANA.-"Mackey 991, Habana Center. 
When you estimate Varadero?" 

Havana Center, this is Mackey 991. We esti
mate Varadero-uh-zero two." First Officel." 
Ron Frawley answers casually. 

I glanced at my watch, as I stood behind 
the pilots on the flight deck of the chugging 
old-engine Convair 440. It was 2055 hours, 
Greenwich, 4:55 p.m., on May 5, 1975. Zero
two would be in seven minutes-at 5:02. 

That's the way it was, coming to Cuba, 16 
years after the revolution-14 after the U.S. 
had severed all relations and imposed an 
economic blockade: Routine. The routine of 
filers, doing a day's work. 

Pilot Cal Hunt tightened his grip on the 
yoke and warned me to brace myself. We 
bored into the buildup of cumulus clouds 
hanging over the island. I could catch only a 
fiickering glimpse of the russet coastline, 
8,000 feet below. We were entering Cuba over 
Va.radero, which Cubans everywhere-in 
Miami as well as Havana, call "the most 
beautiful beach in the world." 

"Mackey 991, when you estimate Zaragoza? 
Verify altitude and heading?" the English 
crackled through a chatter of Spanish. "Zara
goza at zero niner," Frawley was replying, 
"heading two zero zero, maintaining 8,000; 
like lower when you can." The seat belt sign 
had been turned on and Capt. Hunt had al
ready warned the passengers back in the 
cabin to quit prowling the aisles. 

"Roger 991," Havana Center said. "At Zara
goza turn right heading two seven three; 
descend and maintain flight level three. You 
are cleared for approach Habana." 

We had crossed the Cuban coast 60 miles 
ea.st of the capital and our new course would 
take us almost due west to Jose Marti Inter
national, 22 minutes from Zaragoza.. Hunt 
pulled off power, stiffened his arms against 
the yoke, and the old Convair sank slowly. 

When we leveled off at 3,000, we were be
low the clouds, The sun, slanting through 
breaks to the west, flooded the green, red, 
yellow and palm-spoked land-and there 
was Cuba! 

Remember the Maine! San Juan Hill! Bay 
of Pigs I Missiles of October! It all flooded 
back to me-from school days and newspaper 
headlines-as I hung up the headphones, 
thanked the crew, and went back to my seat. 

Sen. George McGovern's caravan to Castro 
assembled in mid-afternoon in the small 
lobby of Flight Operations at Homestead Air 
Force Base which sprawls over the scrubby, 
now blistering dry flatlands 15 miles south
west of Miami. The Air Force wasn't flying 
us; we were going by private charter. But it 
was seeing us off, rather than let us use 
Miami International-for security's sake. 
Some of Miami"s Cuban exiles had been 
threatening violence. 

If they can't have at Fidel their way, they 
don't want anyone else to. There'd been 
bomb threats-all false-and the Air Force 
was efficiently nervous, With extra guards on 
the gates, escorts to get us to the right place, 
and a pleasant young PIO, Ca.pt. Mike Gal
lagher, who wanted us both comfortable and 
on time. 

Most of us came straggling in by taxi and 
we were nearly all there when the black 
Cadillac limousine arrived, and out stepped 
Barbara Walters, cool and crisp in a peach 
pant-suit, her friendly warmth ignoring the 
blow she'd just dealt all the superior male 
egos. 

Departure was 4 p.m. and at 3 :40 we were 
hustled aboard our Convair, an old Eastern 
Airlines plane, now operated by a Florida 
charter outfit named Mackey. At 3 :45 the 
senator's Air Force Gulfstream taxied along
side and he quickly changed planes. At 4:07 
we were airborne, in a shallow, laborious 
climb, southwestward down the Keys, and 
at 4:30, as I watched the oil seeping back 
through the cowling cracks in the port en
gine, and most of the others were ordering 
their free drinks, Barbar3. with her entourage 
of camera and sound and light men in place, 
and her director hovering nearby, was in a 
seat with McGovern, microphone in hand, 
:filming her :first interview. 

Our course was southwest 24 minutes to 
Marathon in the Keys, then south 98 nautical 
miles to Cuba. Forty-thee mlles out of 
Marathon we penetrated the ADIZ (Air De
fense Interception Zone) where the USA 
washed its hands of us, and the :first call from 
Habana Center came crackling through. 

Now we were gliding down over :fields 
dotted with cattle, and palms throwing long 
shadows, over the 4-lane Central highway 
with few cars on it and I spotted the airport , 
named for Cuba's great revolutionary hero, 
Jose Marti. Its single 3500 meter (11,483-
foot) runway lies lonely on the gray earth, 
with few bulldings around it, no taxiways, 
looking not at all like the airport of a na
tion's capital. It is 17 kilomet ers southeast of 
Havana. 

Halfway down our rollout, after t ouching 
down, we crossed the railroad tracks. Honest. 
In the States, if a railroad track stood in the 
way of lengthening the runway, they'd spend 
$5 million, take 10 farms out of production, 
to relocate the airport. Here, they just paved 
over the tracks. Lots better job, too, than 
some crossings I know. A little train was 
sitting there, waiting for us to cross. There's 
something about these Cubans I am going 
to like. 

The airport formalities were minimal, con-
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sidering how far we'd come-politically if 
not geographically. We were soon in our bus, 
and where it turned onto the main highway 
we saw out first billboard. It was huge, with 
a dramatic portrait of Ho Chi Minh, and a 
legend in Spanish which read: "We will con
struct Vietnam ten times more beautiful." 

We were here, all right, on the other side 
of the coconut curtain. 

CONTRADICTORY IMPRESSIONS 
(By John McCormally) 

I came home from Havana last night, from 
a confrontation with Communist Cuba, in
cluding 4Y2 hours in the all-pervading pres
ence of Fidel Castro. 

Impressions of Cuba, of its people and 
progress, are as contradictory as the contrast 
between Castro's fierce reputation, and his 
warm eyes and soft hands. 

Through the visiting U.S. press, and 
through Sen. George McGovern whom we ac
companied, Castro sent clear signals to Wash
ington that Cuba wants improved relations 
with the U.S. He is waiting for return signals, 
chief of which, he insists, must be a lifting 
of the U.S. economic embargo. 

The 14-year embargo-which Cubans call 
a. blockade-has severely hurt both their 
economy and their pride. 

Nevertheless, in his Wednesday night press 
conference, in his only statement in clear, if 
slightly uncertain English, Castro told us 
with deep emotion: 

"We wish for the people of the U.S. a wish 
of friendship. I understand that it is not easy 
because we belong to two different worlds. 
But we are vecinoscomo se dice neighbors 
well, we are nighbors and, in one way or an
other, we owe it to be {should) live in 
peace." 

In a free wheeling 3 Y2 -hour farm tour 
earlier Wednesday, as we pursued him among 
the cud-chewing Holsteins, in the later one
hour press conference, and still later in pri
vate talks with McGovern which lasted until 
3:15 a.m. Thursday, Castro: 

1. Showed exceptional warmth and friend
liness toward his visitors. 

2. Agreed to consider release of the nine 
Americans still held in Cuba as political pris
oners, and to make a decision on them soon. 

3. Agreed to consider the return of $2 mil
lion in ransom money taken to Cuba in a 
hijacked Southern Airways plane in 1972. 

4. Expressed interest in importing U.S. feed 
grains, as well as food and medicine for the 
Cuban people. 

While we were hearing these signals, the 
White House was restating its support of the 
continued embargo. But McGovern told us, 
after his long talk with Castro, that "I be
lieve the embargo should be lifted. It is fool
ish and self-defeating. It no longer serves 
any purpose." 

The only actual step in the direction of 
new relations was Castro's quick decision to 
let the parents of Cuban-born Boston Red 
Sox pitcher Luis Tiant go to Boston to see 
their son play. Tiant ha.cl written the request, 
which was given by Massachusetts Sen. 
Brooke to McGovern, who passed it on to 
Castro Wednesday afternoon. By Wednesday 
night Castro assw·ed McGovern it was "all 
set." 

That is a small thing, except to the Tiant 
family, but McGovern described it as an im
portant start to a new version of the Chinese 
Ping-pong caper-when an exchange of table 
tennis teams led to new U.S.-Peking relations. 

McGovern proposed a s1mllar exchange to 
Castro with a U.S. baseball team-possibly 
this year's World Series winner-going to 
Havana to play an exhibition with the Cuban 
national champions from Oriente province; 
and, in turn a visit by the Cuban team to the 
U.S. He also suggested that UCLA, Indiana, 

Maryland, or some other top basketball team 
might visit Cuba. Castro, a sports fan, re
acted favorably, McGovern said. 

In this locker room atmosphere, I handed 
Castro a baseball autographed by the Bur
lington Bees, which he took with obvious de
light. In fact, when an aide tried to relieve 
him of it, he jerked it back and put it in his 
pocket. 

Castro granted no private interviews to the 
press, although I managed two brief ex
changes and handshakes with him. But once 
he became available, we had marvelous photo 
opportunities, hampered only by our own 
mad scramble between the newspaper and 
TV types for the best shooting positions. 

One roll of Hawk Eye film was furnished 
to United Press International, flown out of 
Cuba on a special film plane Thursday morn
ing, and one picture on it-of McGovern and 
Castro in a Russian-made command ci:i.r
was moved on the national photo wire. 

The Cubans invited me to stay on, but the 
time and the difficulty involved in getting 
out later through Jamaica or Mexico, per
suaded me to be on the last {and only) Ha
vana-to-Miami flight when it lifted off Jose 
Marti airport at 5 :30 p.m. Thursday. I was 
supposed to be home by 8 a.m. Friday, but 
Ozark was fogged in at St. Louis airport. 

In a small way, the embargo has already 
been broken. We got in there and out again. 
We even managed to get a few forbidden ci
gars through customs. The door has been 
opened a crack and it is not likely to be 
slan,med all the way shut again. 

THEY'LL GET AROUND TO HAVANA 
(by John McCormally) 

HABANA.-They have old cars in Cuba. The 
buildings in Havana are drab and dreary, 
some in advance stages of deterioration. 

This is a pair of Cuban cliches, and Amer
icans pounce on them to support preconcep
tions about socialism. And they're true-in 
a large part. 

But a couple of little ironiea kept bugging 
me: We came here, to see all these '59 
Chevys, in a '57 Convair-with a leaky en
gine; and there are a lot of drab and dreary 
old buildings back in my home town, being 
allowed to deteriorate for the same reason 
as here: Because their owners have other 
priorities. 

Criticizing Cuba for not having more and 
newer cs.rs is like the boy who shot his par
ents and complained about being an orphan: 
They don't have cars because we've done 
our damnedest for 15 years to keep them 
from getting any. 

They a.ren't fixing up downtown Havana, 
they tell us, because the first priority is to 
build the rural areas, "urbanize the country
side," in a reversal of the old order, when a 
bright, beautiful affiuent Havana stood 1n 
stark contrast to a backward and unde
veloped country. 

They are going to get to Havana, in time. 
"We are short of paint and plaster and 
labor-of everything," a young Cuban official 
told me frankly, as we stood looking at the 
crumbling doorway of an apartment build
ing just off the Malecon (the seaside boule
vard.) These buildings once housed the af
fluent who could afford the view; now the 
house workers, and a dozen little black kids 
play in a paved space between two of the 
five-story structures. They are drab, com
pared to Chicago's North Shore Drive, which 
the location resembles, but they are far bet
ter than the workers have ever had. 

The paint is scarce for the same reason new 
cars are; Our economic blockade not only 
prevented us from selling to them; we also 
did our best to keep anyone else from doing 
so. When Britain thumbed its nose and sold 
them buses, we cut Britain's foreign aid. 

Of course, they do have cars--enough 
that the traffic on the Malecon awakened me 
at dawn in my hotel room. Enough to make 
you careful crossing the street. Enough so 
that I got a shot of that universal symbol 
of tyranny-the traffic cop-writing a park
ing ticket. 

Most of the old ones I saw are in remark
ably good condition-Fords, Chevys and 
Plymouths, or combinations of the three
for the hopeless onea are cannibalized to keep 
the survivors going, which may account for 
the absence of visible junkyards. 

But there are new cars now, too-Alfa 
Romeos, Volkswagens, RusEian-built Fin.ts, 
an occasional Mercedes, and just recently, 
brand new Argentine Falcons and Chevys, 
that appear to have come from Ford and 
GM dies of about 1966. 

For years the U.S. forbade the overseas 
subsidiaries of Detroit companies to sell to 
Cuba. But last year, after Argentina had 
extended a $600 million line of credit to 
Cuba, and Castro wanted cars, Argentina 
threw down the gauntlet: Eith6r Ford and 
GM plants in Buenos Aires fill Cuban orders, 
or Argentina would nationalize the compa
nies. U.S. policy swiftly changed. 

So the cars are coming-mostly to govern
ment officials, foreigners, or Cubans such as 
doctors who can show a need. The number 
of privately owned cars continues to decline 
as the old ones wear out. 

The shortage reflects as much policy as 
poverty. Cuban leaders are proud Havana is 
one of the few world capitals without traffic 
jams. They want to keep it that way; to avoid 
pollution, conserve precious oil. The goal is 
mass transit to make private care mostly un
necess.ary. They're doing, by design and of 
necessity, what many U.S. environmentalists 
talk about. 

Mass transit includes the cross-country 
railroad system which I didn't ride on, but 
was told is one of the most efficient of Cuban 
operations; and a bus system, in the city and 
interurban, running between villages in the 
countryside. The fare is a nickel, apparently 
for any length of ride, and that, one Cuban 
explained to us, is why we didn't see any 
hitchhikers. Nor were there many walkers, 
out in the country, and I saw only one man 
on a horse, with a woman trudging behind. 

The British Leyland buses are old and 
smoky and packed with riders. Some new, 
Cuban-built buses were pointed out to us. 
Our press buses were Fiats. 

The private car owner doesn't do much 
pleasure driving. His gasoline ration for a 
6-cylinder car is 20 gallons a month at 60c 
a gallon. He can buy all the rest he wants 
at $2 a gallon-if he can find it. Cubans don't 
need permision to drive from one city to an
other, but it usually requires pooling your 
gas ration with a friend or neighbor. 

The glitter of Havana, when it was con
sidered by American tourists a kind of tropi
cal Las Vegas, is gone, which prompts the 
description of "drab." But there's an appeal 
in its desert colors, bathed in the sea breeze 
and brightened by the tropical flowers. Part 
of the "drabness" is that the garish, flashing 
neon signs are gone. And it is a clean city, 
without visible garbage or the smell of decay. 

In the old Spanish part of the city-as 
contrasted to the Miami part-the baroque 
cathedral, and the 18th and 19th century 
facades, though well-weathered, are still 
imposing, like brooding antiques. 

"We intend to restore the buildings with 
architectural or historical value," a young 
Cuban official told me as we stood beneath 
some scaffolding where a few workmen were 
chipping away at the peeling plaster. "We'll 
tear the rest down and build new apartment 
and office buildings." 

You suspect the new Havana, when they 
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get around to it. will be bright, for the 
Cubans love color, as attested by the parks 
and flower gardens, the new schools and 
housing complexes. Communists or no, the 
severity of East German architecture is not 
likely to survive the Latin beat. 

Another cliche is that the clothes are cheap 
and drab and unfashionable. Well, it's a 
worker's society and most people dress like 
workers, but I saw enough beauteous young 
things in mini-skirts and pantsuits and flow
ered prints to persuade me that Maoist doc
trine, whatever its inroads, is not dictating 
dress . Again, it is trade restrictions, a textile 
shortage, that accounts most for any limita
tions in dreS3. Most young men wear their 
hair short and despite Fidel's example, there 
are very few beards. 

S U CCESS Is A COMBINATION OF PEN AND HOE 

HABANA.-"The future of the fatherland is 
necessarily the future of scientists."-Fidel 
Castro. 

"The pen should be used in the morning, 
but the hoe in the afternoon."-Jose Marti. 

Education is the foundation of the revo
lution and the best assurance of its success. 
That's the inescapable conclusion drawn 
from even a brief visit to Cuba. 

And nothing more clearly benefits both 
the state and the people, serving the indi
vidual's welfare and the party's purpose. 

The key to its success ls that combination 
of the pen and the hoe-work and study
prescribed by Cuba's great leader in the 19th 
century revolt against Spain, Jose Marti. 

But it ls the gleaming white bust of Lenin, 
brooding over a reflecting pool, that greets 
you at the entrance to Lenin School, the 
sprawling, new high rise junior and senior 
high school in the green hills 20 miles west of 
Havana. A winding blacktop road leads there, 
through Lenin Parque, the vast recreation 
area on 10 square miles of former sugar cane 
and forest land, where Cubans spend week
ends and vacations camping, fishing, watch
ing performances on a floating stage from 
tiers of seats carved out of rock on the lake 
shore. 

The school is an array of airy, pastel build
ings connected by ramps over flowering 
courtyards, enclosing swimming pools, lawns, 
basketball courts and baseball fields. Nearby 
are the croplands where students work three 
hours a day, unless they are occupied in the 
machine shops, radio labs or computer rooms. 

This is obviously a showcase-the best sec
ondary school in Cuba; but there is one like 
it a.building in each province, if not already 
operating, and they are the vanguard of the 
spectacular upgrading of Cuban education. 
There are many poor schools in Cuba, but I 
have visited schools on the lower ea.st side of 
New York, and in Harlem, and in comparison 
with them, nothing in Cuba could be very 
shocking. 

Pat Holt, who had come here last year for 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 
reported: 

"I visited two new rural schools and one 
old one. The new ones were quite impres
sive-lacking in some laboratory equipment, 
but with youngsters who were well scrubbed, 
well dressed, well fed and well spoken, and 
not in the lea.st self-conscious. The old one 
was as grim a place as one can find in Latin 
America-20 students ranging in age from 
6 to 16 in a single room. The teacher lived 
in three filthy rooms at one end o! the build
ing, with his wife and three children, two 
dogs, a television set and a million flies." 

With that to maintain perspective, I am 
nevertheless overwhelmingly impressed by 
the Lenin School, which was opened in 1972 
with dedication by Brezhnev. The students 
are well-scrubbed here, boys and girls, bright 
and healthy looking, brlsk and busy, 7,000 

of them from 7th through 12th grade. Their 
blue uniforms are more casual that mili
taristic, like my daughter·s in the parochial 
high school back home. 

We're again inundated with statistics. 
They can't be dismissed as propaganda be
cause United Nations educational teams have 
verified them. 

First of all, Castro wiped out illiteracy in 
Cuba, sending teams of "alphabetizers" 
throughout the country. In 1959, over a mil
lion of Cuba's 6 million people were illiterate. 
Over 700,000 were taught to read and write 
in 1961 alone. Child labor was outlawed and 
education made compulsory which, among 
other things, contributed to the severe labor 
shortage. 

The national education budget has been 
increased by 10 times in 15 years. Prior to 
1959, 56 per cent of children 6 to 12 were 
in school; in 1974 it was 98.5 per cent and 
the projection for 1975 ls 1,682,000, or 101 
per cent (which I couldn't figure out, but 
statisticians do things like that). 

There were 13,000 7th graders in school in 
1959; there are 130,000 today. Which brings 
us to the Lenin School. Socialism or no, it 
represents fierce competition. Students had 
to show exceptional scientific aptitude dur
ing the first six grades, to get in here. They 
had to have average grades of 85 per cent. 
(Names o! those with top grades are pub
lished regularly in the party paper, just as 
the weekly paper back in my old home town 
used to publish the monthly grade school 
honor roll.) 

Their curriculum here is heavy with the 
scientific and technological, but not lacking 
in the cultural and sociological. One faculty 
member complained to me he thought it was 
still too weighted to what we'd call the 
liberal arts. Instructors are Cubans, Rus
sians, Japanese, Eastern Europeans. 

All of this ls ta.ken with steady doses of 
Marxist-Leninist philosophy. Does that in· 
terfere with educational achievement? Ap
parently not. Much of it ls extracurricular, 
all of it ls subtle; it's the background music, 
complementary to, not disruptive of, the 
teaching process. It's like the best of the 
parochial schools in the U.S. They lace every
thing with Catholic doctrine; but that 
doesn·t keep them from turning out well
educated graduates. There's no capitalist or 
Marxist way to dissect a frog. 

The students live here all week, can go 
home on weekends. The school ls totally self
contained with its food faclllties, medical 
clinics, dental labs. Students are better fed 
than the average Cuban. Parents have an 
added incentive to keep them in school
they still get their food ration at home. 

I kept groping for a simile and thought I 
found it. The model isn't Russia or China. 
It's Great Britain. This ls the CUban 
counterpart of the traditional English "pub
Uc" school (which really means private) 
where the best students a.re shipped off very 
young to the elite boarding school, to be 
indoctrinated by stern headmasters in the 
King James Bible a.nd the glories of the em
pire, to prepare for Oxford and Cambridge, 
and to take their place in the ruling class. 

Nor 1s the idea of indoctrination what's 
offensive to Americans; only the context of 
it. The Bible was the chief textbook of our 
early schools, and we still fight about prayer 
in school and saluting the flag, and the com
pulsory pledge of allegiance. 

Study and work, the minister of educa
tion, Jose Raanon Fernandez, quotes for us, 
"ts the Marxist idea, a basic revolutionary 
principle, applicable to all schools and all 
ages." 

But Marx, I reflooted, doesn't have a corner 
on the idea. Another anomaly: If Senator 
McGovern 1s impressed by this, it isn't nee-

essarily because he's a liberal Democrat, 
but because he's a former Methodist 
preacher. This is the Protestant work ethic 
in practice. It isn't the liberals back home 
who strive for this; it's the stern old con
servatives who snort: "By GGCI, if they'd put 
those kids to work in school, they wouldn't 
be out dragging the strip in their cars." 
There's no permissiveness in education here. 

Not that the students are abused or en
slaved. Quite the contrary. They play a lot, 
are creative in art, music, sports. In summer, 
when the schools close for July and August, 
they take off for the beacl:es. Students who 
dou't make it here, who go to lesser endowed 
secondary schools, still have a shot at the 
university, although obviou~ly these have the 
best chance. 

Aren't they in danger of produoing a sur
plus of overeducated speciali::ts? A Cuban 
official claimed not. "When the Americans 
ran the nickel industry, they had 300 engi
neers. We're trying to run it with 50. We 
ha.veto create 250 more. It's that way every
where." He referred with pride to CU ban 
technicans in Africa, Vietnam, elsewhere in 
Latin America. Castro seem.s bent now on ex
porting engineers instead of revolution. 

More statistics: The average grade in this 
school ls 96 per cent; Cuba's population has 
gone from 6 milUon to 9.5 million since the 
1959 revolution. The birth rate peaked at 
266,000 in 1971, is tapering off. Why the spurt 
in 1971? McGovern asked. The minister tried 
a. joke: "Everyone was in the cane fields in 
1970." Shades of the New York blackout! 
Birth control devices (but not the p111) are 
available in all clinics, but the government 
has no organized plan for family limitation. 
Perhaps old Catholic hangover; or national 
pride demanding a bigger country; or Latin 
machismo resisting interference in a man's 
procreativity. 

Ten per cent of the country's work force 
works in education, 236,000 people. Educa
tion ls making the revolution permanent be
cause half of Cubans are under 20, which 
means none of that half was over 4 yea.rs old 
at the Revolution. A new Cuban man is be
ing educated with no memory of or attach
met to the past. 

"It is necessary to substitute the literacy 
spirit by the scientific spirit," Fernandez ap
provingly quotes Marti. The translation is 
awkward. Actually it means to replace the 
litera.Ty with the scientific. 

McGovern argues: "But wasn't Castro's 
revolution more literary inspired (i.e. more 
idealistic) than scientific? 
Fer~andez seems to get the point, bu'fl 

doesn t back down. He winds up by explain
ing that students a.re deferred from miUtary 
service while in school, women altogether 
exempt. 

A group of students comes in with guitars, 
flute and drum while we are served glasses of 
sticky-sweet guava juice and tiny cups of 
thick, strong coffee. 

"Cuba, Beautiful CUba, .. the students sing, 
in what has become in practice the national 
anthem, "What other Country Has a Fidel in 
the Mountains?" 

INTELLECTUAL ASSESSES REVOLUTIONARY CUBA 
lIABANA.-"This Cuban beer-it's very 

good," said Don Kaul of the Des Moines 
Register, with foam on his mustache. 

"Personally, I prefer Budweiser," Tobares 
said. 

Tobares never beats around the bush. His 
loyalties are beyond question; but his tastes 
are his own. Jose A. Tobares del Real, direc
tor of information for the Foreign Ministry, 
had set me straight on our initial meeting, 
the first night, when I started probing about 
intellectual freedom in the revolutionary 
context. 
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"I'm a Communist," he said. "There's no 

conflict." 
Now we were at lunch, in as capitalistic

looklng a setting as you could find anywhere: 
an airy, marble and glass restaurant, a work 
of architectural daring, bullt on the ruins 
of an old sugar mill in Lenin Parque, and 
called La Ruins. 

We started with a full, fresh pineapple, 
hollowed out for fruit salad, followed by a 
green salad, then lightly grilled shrimp on 
little skewers, and bacon-wrapped filets of 
beef, all of it awash with the beer, a variety 
of wines and, of course, rum. 

"All right," I asked Tobares, "how many 
political prisoners are there?" 

"I don't know," he replied crisply, "and 
I don't give a damn!" 

Americans have worried a lot about Cuban 
political prisoners, those opponents of the 
revolution and of Cast ro's regime, who are in 
jall because of their opposition. No one on 
our trip-not Senator McGovern, or any of 
the rest of us-got any reliable figures. There 
may be several hundred or thousands. The 
number is probably not overwhelming for the 
simple reason that most active dissenters are 
among the 600,000 who left Cuba. But one 
man unjustly in jail is one too many. 

Castro, in his press conference was not as 
blunt a.a Tobares, but as vague. He assured 
us there were fewer prisoners than there 
were; that many have been "reeducated"; 
that many who are still in custody are in 
minimum custody, free to go out and work, 
and visit their families. He insisted none 
were being executed; "We have not used 
the ultimate penalty" for a long time, he 
claimed. He threw a question back at us: 
"How do you define a political prisoner? Is a 
man who puts a bomb on an airplane (as an 
act of defiance against government) a politi
cal prisoner or a criminal?" 

McGovern said Castro was sensitive on 
this issue, concerned with solving it: "He 
pointed out that he himself had been a po
litical prisoner." 

Castro told McGovern he recognized "that 
some people were acting on what they 
thought was right," in their counterrevolu
tionary activity, whatever indication that 
may be of softening of views. 

An American in a strange and different 
land is struck by the subtlety of the differ
ences. In any country, people who actively 
defy the government get in trouble with the 
government. That we don't have more po
litical prisoners in the U.S.-more people 
in jail for giving the government trouble
is not because the government didn't do its 
damnedest to put them there, or that many 
Americans didn't think they should be 
there-the Chicago 7, the Gainesville 8, the 
Catonsvllle 9, the Harrisburg 10. They es
caped because we have a remarkable Consti
tution, which Cuba never had. 

Aggressive defiance of the regime has un
doubtedly been handled harshly by the Cu
ban government. As, in the United States, at 
Kent State. (It ls worth recalling, as you try 
to sort your judgments on Cuba, that in a 
poll taken right after the shooting, a major
ity of Americans thought the Kent State 
kids got what was coming to them.) 

Meanwhile, Tobares was telling us that 
personally he thought the revolution had 
become too permissive. "It should be more 
severe with delinquents," he said, using the 
word that refers to all lawbreakers. At the 
same time he insisted the crime rate was 
low and by all available evidence, it ls. You 
feel no fear at all about walking around 
Havana at night. The emphasis on work, and 
the fact everyone is working, removes idle
ness as a crime breeder. But in any situa
tion o! scarcity there's bound to be thievery. 

"Do you lock your house when you go out 
at night?" I asked, interrupting Tabares' 
lecture on the absence of crime. "Of course," 

he replied. "Why?" "So someone won't come 
in and steal something," he said with a grin, 
tipping his glass to salute me for scoring a 
point. 

Tobe.res insisted, as had the doctors at 
the mental hospital, that there was no alco
holism problem in Cuba. I argued with them 
all, insisting that every society I knew of, 
communist, capitalist, whatever, had the 
problem. But they were adamant, and I could 
find no evidence to disprove them. You don't 
see any drunks in Havana, although people 
obviously get feeling good at the Tropicana; 
nor is there any indication of any special al
coholism treatment facilities, or anything 
like Alcoholics Anonymous. 

Race has always been an anomaly in Cuba. 
The black minority was historically discrim
inated against; but at the same time, one of 
the great Cuban heroes in the long fight 
against Spain was the black Gen. Antonio 
Maceo, who was killed in 1896. His picture 
traditionally hung in every school. Batista 
was a mulatto and was barred from the 
fancier golf clubs because of it. 

The revolution demands total racial equal
ity, before the law, in employment, educa
tion; yet subtle social pressure persists, as 
one black Cuban reporter admitted to me. 
He hastened to say those feelings belonged 
"to the older people," and are dying out. 

Tobares proclaimed the racial equality of 
government and party. "If your son comes 
home to announce he's marrying a black 
girl, what will be your reaction?" I asked. 
"That's his problem," he snapped. "But I 
asked for your reaction." "That's his prob
lem." "Then you do admit it's a problem?" 
Another tip of the glass. 

I asked Tobares about gun control, be
cause a reader back home had asked me, 
and I got a concise answer. Hand guns are 
banned. Cubans can buy hunting pieces at 
sporting goods stores, with a permit, which 
they can't get if they have criminal records. 
Militia men keep no arms at home, check 
them out when they are called to duty. To
bares has a special permit to keep the pistol 
he wore in the revolution-as a souvenir. 

Why, I asked, had he gone to the Univer
sity of North Carolina, where he graduated 
in the late 40s? 

"My father picked it," he replied with an 
intended trace of bitterness. 

His father, he said, was a wealthy doctor, 
educated in Germany. "Very strict. A tyrant. 
At the dinner table you did not speak with
out asking his permission. Then he usually 
said no. I went to Mass every morning. 

"They," he said of his family, "owned a 
farm worth a million dollars and paid their 
workers 20 cents a day." 

Tobares and his brother were both in the 
Sierra Maestra with Fidel. What was his 
father's reaction? "He decided he had two 
boys who'd gone crazy." 

Tobares is a committed party man. The 
Communist Party is small-I couldn't get 
an exact figure-and elite. You don't just 
join. You have to be voted in, after you're 
27 years old. He earns 400 pesos a month in 
his government job (Castro's pay is 700). He 
also teaches history at the university, but 
gets no extra pay. Some do, such as doctors 
who teach in addition to their practice. But 
party members, Tobares explained, are sup
posed to forswear the extra compensation as 
evidence of their dedication. 

Tabares said he'd take me up on my invi
tation to visit Burlington. "But your State 
Department wouldn't let me." 

Later, when I was still groping for some 
kind of measurement of the closed vs. open 

society, I had a memorable exchange 
with Tobares. He had been working on an 
appointment for me and said he thougi;it 
he'd have some information for me later 111 
the day. Perhaps I'd better wait at the hotel 
for his call, I suggested. 

"I want to be sure I'm available." 
"Don'-t worry," he said, with that malicious 

grin. "You're always available. Even if you're 
out walking through the City." 

If I'd had a glass, it would-have been my 
turn to tip it. 

THE COMMON SITUS PICKETING 
BILL 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, the Amer
ican public should take notice of the ef -
forts of certain union bosses to stampede 
the Senate into passing the "common 
situs picketing bill." 

This bill, if enacted, would make the 
secondary boycott lawful. A secondary 
boycott is a boycott against a concern 
which is n ot a party to a labor dispute. 
It is not onJy unlawful but it is wrong. 
Boycotts and work stoppages can ruin a 
business and deprive many people of the 
right to do business and the right to 
make a living. 

Under the common situs bill, union 
forces can boycott all contractors at a 
given site even though they do not have 
a dispute with more than one on the 
site. This will be expensive. It will add to 
construction costs. It will deprive many 
people of working who want to work. 

Mr. President, it is my hope that the 
American people will rise up and prevent 
this legislation from being passed. I be
lieve that thoughtful citizens should 
throw their support behind every indi
vidual and every group opposing this 
legislation. I want to commend the Na
t ional Right to Work Committee under 
the leadership of Mr. Reed Larson for the 
stand it has taken. 

Mr. President, I hold in my hand a 
copy of a full-page ad that was carried in 
the Washington Post on Wednesday, Sep
tember 17, 1975, by the National Right to 
Work Committee which sets forth the 
dangers of this common situs proposal. 

This ad points up that the passage of 
this legislation would be compulsory 
unionism at its worst. Among other 
things it says : 

A "common situs" picketing bill has been 
quietly railroaded through the House of Rep
resentatives and will soon be considered by 
the Senate. The bill, if enacted and signed by 
the President, would give officials of the 
building trades unions power to shut down 
an entire construction project, involving 
dozens of contractors, because of a dispute
real or imagined-with even a single con
tractor. Shut it down by setting up a job 
site picket line that no construction worker, 
truck driver or delivery man in his right mind 
would dare cross. 

The bill would legalize the ultimate in 
coercive picketing-power that even the bill 's 
'Proponents admit would be used to drive 
non-union workers off their jobs. 

Mr. President, I commend the Na
tional Right to Work Committee for its 
stand in this matter. I urge Americans 
everywhere to oppose this legislation. 

AIRPORT AND AIRWAYS DEVELOP
MENT ACT 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, the Sub
committee on Aviation has recently con
cluded hearings on proposals to extend 
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the Airport and Airways Development 
Act. Legislation is necessary because the 
obligating authority in the original 1970 
law expired on June 30. , 

Let me point out that the Airport and 
Airways Development Act was passed in 
1970 after hearings which extended over 
::>. period of several years under the able 
chairmanship of our former colleague 
Sena tor Monroney and our chairman 
Senator CANNON. The purpose of the law 
was to meet a critical shortage in capital 
improvements in both the nation's air
ports and airways. At the time this ex
panded capital improvement program 
was developed, we also levied a system of 
aviation user charges to pay for these 
facilities. These charges were levied 
under title II of the original law and 
entitled the Airport and Airways Revenue 
Act of 1970. 

Our hearings this year brought out the 
fact that the trust fund established by 
the Airport and Airways Revenue Act of 
1970 will have an accumulated un
obligated balance-or surplus-of about 
$1.28 billion at the end of fiscal 1976 and 
that if the present program were simply 
extended for 5 years, while present tax 
rates continued, the surplus by 1980 
would amount to over $4 billion. 

It appears from the testimony that we 
have received that the airport and air
way development program should be con
tinued, strengthened, and expanded, 
particularly in the airport area. Evidence 
was presented to the committee which is 
convincing to me that even with this ex
pansion, a reduction can be made in taxes 
paid by users of air transportation with
out impinging on the program or in
tegrity of the trust funds. 

Certainly, such a move would be in ac
cord with the recognized need to afford 
tax relief where possible and lower the 
cost of goods and services to the public. 
I believe the extension of this airport/air
way program provides an opportunity 
not only to assure a viable air system but 
to help lower or at least keep at a mi
nimum the cost to air travelers and to 
those that use the airwa ys to ship their 
goods. 

Last year, the Department of Trans
portation completed and sent to Con
gress its cost allocation study of the air
port/airways system. The study indicated 
that air travelers and shippers along 
with the air carriers have been contrib
uting about 90 percent of the total rev
enues going into the trust fund; al
though, according to the study, their fair 
share of the cost of the system is more 
nearly 50 percent. Certainly, it makes 
sense to restructure the tax base by 
bringing charges on this segment of 
aviation more into line with their use 
of the system, placing in proper per
spective the general public benefit de
rived from the existence of the system. 

When the bill comes before our com
mittee for consideration and markup, I 
will urge my colleagues to reduce the 
levels of these taxes. The administration 
itself recommended a reduction in the 
cost in the ticket tax alone of only 1 per
cent. I do not believe this is enough, and 
it would be more appropriate t.o bring the 
Aviation Trust Fund into a better balance 
by making a more significant reduction. 

I will recommend a reduction of the 
domestic ticket tax from 8 percent to 5 
percent, the 5 percent waybill tax to 3 
percent, and the $3 international charge 
to $2. This reduction would be timely and 
certainly would be well received by the 
consuming public and the communities 
who rely on air transportation and would 
be in the public interest. 

SOME MYTHS ABOUT THE 
STRATEGIC BALANCE 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, the 
July-August edition of the Air University 
Review published an essay by Amoretta 
M. Roeber entitled, "Some Myths About 
the Strategic Balance." The subject mat
ter of the essay is vitally important to 
congressional deliberations because it 
efficiently deals with some of the most 
persistent myths obscuring the strategic 
debate. The essay is especially useful in 
dealing with various aspects of qualita
tive improvements to strategic weapons 
systems. The conclusions of the author 
which follow from the issues raised in the 
paper are significant: 

Assured destruction-if it is relevant at all 
is insufficient 

There are many reasons why increasing 
accuracy may be beneficial 

Arms control agreements that codify quan
titative advantages to the Soviets and are 
justified by qualitative advantages to us
which are unlikely to last and are not codi
fied in the agreement-could be highly dis
advantageous to the U.S. 

The latter conclusion is at the heart of 
the character of the Strategic Arms Lim
itation agreements we have made with 
the Soviets since 1972. In view of the 
forthcoming discussions leading toward 
a second round agreement, this article is 
particularly timely. 

I ask unanimous consent that the arti
cle be printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From Air University Review, Jul -August, 

1975] 
SOMI" !vlYTHS ABOUT THE STRATEGIC BALANCE 

(By Amoretta M. Roeber) 
There are two sets of theories about war 

and weapons tha.t ha.ve ta.ken on the charac
ter of myths; that is, they are accepted on 
faith and almost never really examined, de
spite their implications for the state of the 
world. First, there are the theories about 
arms races, which deal with the dynamics 
of changes in force size a.nd composition and 
how those changes are instigated and ef
fected. Second, there is a partially overlap
ping set of theories that deals with the state 
of the strategic balance at any one time. 
These theories concern static measures of the 
strategic balance: Who is ahead and why? 
... Wha.t are the relative static capabilities 
of each side? ... What are the relevant mea
sures for establishing such capabilities? ... 
And what are the triggers for cht1.nge in the 
existing balance? 

Many of these theories have become ac
cepted without challenge, primarily by dint 
of constant repetition. It is only recently that 
work has begun on challenging their prem
ises and conclusions.1 

In this article I summarize and comment 
on a. number of the premises and conclusions 

Footnotes at end of article. 

that appear regularly and widely in the pub
lic literature about the strategic balance.!l 
These premises have generated myths and 
misunderstandings that a.re commonly used 
as bases for major conclusions about the 
state and dynamics of the strategic balance 
between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. 

Premise: Numbers do not count; once you 
have reached a minimum assured destructi on 
capability, virtually nothing else matters
all else is overkill. 

This argument has been virtually beaten 
to death, but it still mana,ges to arise With 
regularity. For example, in the May 1974 
Sci entific American lead article, Barry Carter 
says that the "numerical relation" of the two 
cou ntries does not count beyond the level at 
which each side could absorb an attack by 
the other and then retaliate to the "assured 
destruction" level against population and in
dustry.: And i 11 Foreign Affairs, April 1974, no 
less an aut hority t h an General Maxwell T ay
lor argues that : 

". . . numbers of missiles are important 
only up to a cert ain point. The tremendous 
destructiveness of megaton warheads soon 
produces a needless "overkill" to which the 
addition of more weapons would a.mount t o 
sheer wantonness." • 

The fact that the SALT I agreem ents codi
fied numerical disparities in the numbers of 
missiles-and SALT II, while so far appear
ing to provide for equal numbers of missiles, 
allows wide disparity in throwweight-sug
gests an explanation for the increase in fre
quency of ~ tatements in this genre. But rep
etition of an agrument does not increase its 
validity. 

On the contrary, numbers do count-bot h 
in the military arena and in t he political one. 
The political vaiue of numbers is obvious 
from the intensity of the debates about the 
meanings of "superiority" or "parit y" or "es
sential equivalence." If there were no impor
tance, why such fervor? If numbers of weap
ons were not of value, why would the Soviet 
Union continue to buy more? One would ex
pect tha.t it would be awkward a.t best to 
believe simultaneously that we must stop a 
strategic arms race in order to save the world 
from oblivion and that the numbers don't 
matter. Yet some people seem t o be able to 
accept the paradox. 

The military importance may be less clear. 
The premise tha.t all is overkill beyond a 
small minimum (York's 10 bombs on 10 cities 
example) 6 has some validity, but only if the 
sole purpose for strategic weapons is to 
threaten to kill women and children. I don't 
believe tha. t threatening to kill women and 
children ts a. legitimate purpose of the strate
gic force at all, from either a political or 
moral point of view. But even if it were, it 
would not be the sole purpose. This is par
ticularly clear since an antipopula.tion re
sponse in a. context of parity is not credible 
as a support for guarantees to allies. In that 
respect, killing-or overkilling-people is an 
irrelevant measure of effectiveness and, more 
obviously, an irrelevant measure of sufil
clency. Thus something other than spasm re
sponse against population is necessary. And 
sma.11 less-than-spasm responses against 
other-than-population targets look more 
credible for the side of a numerical edge, 
since this side would not be putting itself at 
even more of a disadvantage by so using a 
small portion of its forces. Moreover, there is 
a large number of nonstrategic mllitary 
targets tha.t could be attacked with strategic 
weapons in a discriminating fashion if such 
weapons were sufilciently accurate. In such a. 
situation the use of strategic weapons could 
have significant advantages in t"meliness 
and in their control. Again, numbers clearly 
count. 

Premise: Moreover, the nuniber of strategic 
weapons on both sides does not measure 
reality because "it does not include the 7000 
U.S. tactwal weapons in Europe and the nu
c1ear weapons aboard aircraft carriers!' 
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Not only does this premise fail to consider 

the "nonstrategic" requirements for the 
weapons in Europe and aboard carriers; it 
also ignores the presence of substantial 
numbers or Soviet tactical nuclear weapons 
in Eastern Europe-about 3500 o! them.__ 
and the several types of shipborne nuclear 
surface-to-surface cruise missiles that the 
Soviet Union has developed and deployed 
(and the U.S. has not), not to mention the 
Soviet intermediate-range (IR) and me• 
dium-range ballistic missiles (MRBM's), 
which the U.S. tac nukes are considered to 
balance in part, at least politically. 

The common Soviet SALT distinction be
tween "central" and "noncentral" systems, 
which defines central systems as those that 
can target the "homeland," ignores the fact 
that many Soviet cruise missiles are capable 
of being targeted against the continental 
United States. (I believe that Soviet distinc
tion to be a very indistinct one, and I do not 
agree with it.) Moreover, the Russians have 
insisted throughout SALT that the nuclear 
forces of our NATO allies should be counted 
in the U.S. force totals. I! this were to be ac
cepted, then the territory of the NATO allies 
should be included in the definition of "our 
homeland." And then Soviet weapons capa
ble of reaching the territory of the NATO 
countries--the IR/MRBM's, the short- and 
medium-range bomber force, etc.--should be 
incorporated into Soviet force totals. 

Premise: Limiting damage from a nuclear 
attack is not a matter of policy choice. 

This myth is most clearly stated in the 
following: 

"Calculations indicate that an attack 
aga.inst all of the U.S. Minuteman silos 
would result in casualties (U.S. or Canadian) 
in the multi-million range from fallout 
alone; from all causes the actual numbers 
would be still larger." 7 

Elsewhere it has been stated that even 
under favorable conditions an attack against 
all of the U.S. Minuteman silos would result 
in fallout casualties in the ten-million range. 
This ls a relatively clear-and thus testable
claim. And we have tested it. What we find ls 
that numbers in the range of ten million can 
only be derived by assuming a configuration 
of Soviet forces and their employment in 
complete disregard for any criteria of avoid
ing by-product da.mages.8 Moreover, these 
numbers of casualties can result only if, in 
addition, the U.S. completely ignores some 
simple, sensible protection measures. A 
"multi-million" figure would have to result 
from extreme assumptions about protecting 
people-that ls, that people remain exposed 
in the open after the fallout cloud arrives. 
These assumptions are hardly most favorable 
conditions. 

It ls within the capab111tles of the attacker 
to reduce fatalities. D11ferent force character
istics and targeting doctrine-smaller-yield 
warheads, detonation in air rather than on 
the ground, and cleaner weapons-would re
duce fatality levels to tens of thousands 
without significantly reducing mllltary effec
tiveness. Reasonable assumptions about 
population protection would reduce fatalities 
further and would be warranted, since the 
cities would not be directly under attack and 
there would clearly be some warning of the 
coming fallout. One hundred percent of the 
civilians need not be assumed to be standing 
out in the open gawking at the fallout cloud 
night and day. 

Thus it ls quite plain that there are no 
fixed results of attacks that are not sensitive 
to attacker and defender actions. It ls clear 
that the fallout from an attack With large 
numbers of large-yield nuclear weapons, by 
either side, could be horrendous, although 
u .S.S.R. forces tend in general to have larger 
weapons than U.S. forces. But the key word 
is "could," Both the employment of weapons 
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during a strike and the earlier force planning 
and procurement decisions are matters of 
policy choice. 

Premise: The U.S. qualitative advantage in 
weaponry is such that it can offset substantial 
numerical disadvantages in a number of 
categories. 

First, this premise, when used to justify 
U.S. acceptance of numerical disadvantages, 
assumes that all, or nearly all, qualitative ad
vantages rest with the U.S. This simply ls not 
true. There are a number of areas in which 
the Soviets are more advanced than the U.S. 
They are considerably ahead in large ICBM 
technology. And some Russian applications of 
lasers are far ahead of ours. 

Electro-optical devices in advance of ours 
are widely deployed throughout the Red 
Fleet. Furthermore, the Soviets are definitely 
ahead in cruise missiles, particularly in anti
ship cruise missile launchers on both sub
marines and surface ships. (While generally 
interpreted as being aimed at ships, some of 
these are also potentially useful against a 
large variety of land-based targets in the 
American homeland.) The Soviets are also 
considerably ahead in the range they have 
achieved for sea-launched ballistic missiles 
( SLBM's) ; the SS-N-8, which has a range of 
at least 4,200 nm, wm not be matched by the 
U.S. until about 1980. Additionally, they are 
ahead in the area.s of chemical and biologi
cal warfare weapons and defenses and in 
some types of ocean surveillance systems. 
While some of these examples are nonstrate
gic, the restriction of comparison to strategic 
technologies ls arbitrary and ignores overlap
ping roles and missions as well as transfer of 
types of technology. 

Second, this premise assumes the perma
nence of U.S. qualitative advantages, even 
under conditions of imposed quantitative 
ceilings. The existing SALT I agreements 
concern only quantities and not qualities. 
(With the exception of the restraints on 
ABMs. And the ABM Treaty does not codify 
any disparity in qualitative characteristics.) 
The qualitative advantages that the U.S. cur
rently enjoys are not conferred by the agree
ment or recognized by it. The premise as
sumes the permanence, nonetheless, during a 
period in which Soviet resources can be fo
cused on quality rather than quantity. 

Third, quantity and quality are assumed 
to be completely substitutable in satisfying 
military requirements. But this ls certainly 
not true. For example, take the matter of 
covering targets: one of the significant ad
vantages of quantity lies in having enough 
weapons to use against all desired targets; on 
the other hand, one of the significant ad
vantages of quality- particularly when it in
volves improved accuracy-ls the increased 
probabllity of kllling the desired target while 
avoiding by-product damage. These aspects 
are not interchangeable. 

Premise: The net effect of qualitative im
provements beyond where we are now is to 
leave us worse off than before. 

In an attempt to establish that the cur
rent strategic balance ls stable, theories of
ten try to establish that all future changes 
are destabilizing, as compared to past 
changes that have brought us to this stable 
situation. The theories often focus on the 
question of eliminating or restricting future 
qualitative improvements, since these are of· 
ten seen as the impetus for changing the ex
isting force balance. 

The main argument behind this premise 
1s that qualitative improvement ls dangerous 
in the sense that it increases effectiveness 
primarily in first-strike rather than second
strike capabilities. However, virtually no im
portant technological changes in the past 
have fitted into the neat distinction between 
first- and second-strike capablllties. The de
velopment of missiles based in hard silos or 
in submarines increased second-strike sur
vlv.abillty on the one hand; but on the other 

hand, since the missiles replaced bombers, 
it reduced potential warning time for the 
Soviets and thus added to t:".S. first-strike 
capab111ty. In short, there ts no evidence to 
suggest that potential future technological 
changes are destabilizing or that unilateral 
choices made by bureaucracies tend to be de
stabilizing while bilateral choices of tech· 
nology made by negotiation tend to be 
stabilizing. 

Furthermore, self-denial does not neces
sarily affect the advance of technology in 
general. It ls frequently argued that "if we 
develop something, the other side will too" 
(the H-bomb, for example). But what is im
plied by such a statement ls that if we don't 
then they won't. There ls a tendency in 
much of this discussion of unilateral re
straint to adopt the "leader-follower" model 
of duopoly theory, with the U.S. as the leader 
and the Soviet Union as the follower. Unfor
tunately this appears to be wishful thinking. 
Unilateral restraint just hasn't worked; it 
has remained unilateral. The Soviet Union 
has clearly gone ahead despite U.S. restraint 
in numerous instances, e.g., by its develop
ment of large H-bombs and in its deploy
ment of large numbers of ICBM's. 

Another argument holds that it ls not clear 
whether, if we said that we had no programs 
for improvement in accuracy, for example, 
the Soviets would believe us or, from their 
points of view, could rely on the belief. I! 
there is any validity to tl e relationship be
tween accuracy and stability, it ls a. matter 
not of real U.S. or Soviet capabilities but of 
the perceived capabillties. 

Moreover, it ls not at all clear that quali
tative improvements which might appel!" 
destabilizing by one definition-the first
strlke/second-strlke distinction-may not be 
stabillzing by another definition. For exam
ple, in the matter of accuracy: improvements 
in accuracy, particularly when combined 
with low-yield nuclear or nonnuclear war
heads, may be stabilizing 1-rcclsely because 
they allow the achievement of an objective 
and only that objective to a degree not here
tofore achievable. The capablllty of destroy
ing a particular mmtary target without 
causing unwanted civlllan damage ls an im
portant result. If, despite all, something hap
pens by accident, the less civilian collateral 
damage the greater the possibility of con
taining the confilct. Furthermore, the ca
pab111ty to limit collateral damage leaves an 
option to meet nuclear attack without uh
leashing holocaust but also without surren
dering. 

Another stabilizing result ls the potential 
substitution of high explosives for nuclear 
weapons in some situations, which would 
raise the nuclear threshold. 

Premise: The U.S. must not build new 
weapons because to do so would, fuel the arms 
race. 

In contrast to the focus of the previous 
question on mllltary stabllity of arms deci
sions, this premise ls concerned with prepa
ratory and budgetary effects. It assert.a that 
change wlll result in "arms spirals" or "ever
accelerating arms deployments." This ls the 
issue often called "long-term or 'arms race' 
stab111ty or instablllty" in contrast to "crisis 
stablllty or instablllty." 

The only real test of this proposition ts to 
look at history. It turns out that U.S. re
straint has not in fact resulted in any ob
servable Soviet restraint. The U.S. strategic 
budget and U.S. forces have decreased by 
substantial percentages in the past fifteen 
years: for example, the strategic offense and 
defense budget has declined steadily from a. 
peak in 1959 that was more than 2~ times 
the 1974 budget in real terms: the total de
structive power of all U.S. strategic offense 
forces has declined since 1964, when it was 
'72 percent higher than in 1972, the lowest 
year since 1956. Since 1964 Soviet strategic 
budgets and forces have increased: the Soviet 
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budget has increased by roughly % ; their 
ICBM's alone have increased by a factor of 
14, while their heavy bombers have remained 
roughly constant in number: their SLBM's 
have increased by about a factor of 5; and 
the destructive power of these strategic 
fvrces has increased manyfold. 

It is hard to envision a situation in which 
a'l additional U.S. deployment would have 
f neled more Soviet deployment! 

Of course there is some relationship be
tween their forces and ours. This is only 
natural, given the basic adversary nature of 
the relationship. All available evidence, how
ever, indicates that the rate of Soviet devel
opment and deployment is determined large
ly by "independent considerations" or in
ternal factors (for example, the Soviet gross 
national product is strongly correlated with 
their defense budget 9 ) rather than factors 
imposed by the U.S. There is no evidence to 
suggest that they would respond specifically 
to marginal changes in U.S. programs. They 
have clearly not responded, despite the views 
of many arms controllers, to cuts or halts in 
U.S. programs. On the contrary, there is much 
evidence to suggest that Soviet restraint has 
appeared mostly when the U.S. has demon
strated determination. as in our development 
of counters to Soviet area antiballistic mis
siles. And, contrary to common arms control 
theories, there is evidence to suggest that 
the Soviet buildup of strategic offense forces 
may have stemmed in part from an aware
ness of Secretary of Defense Robert Mc
Namara's policy of restraint in US ICBM de
ployments. 

Premise: Impetus for destabilizing change 
comes from the military, which, always over
estimates Soviet forces and capabilities to 
j1istify increases in U.S. forces and. capabili
ties. 

This is the "annual Pentagon scare story" 
myth. Albert Wohlstetter, David McGarvey, 
and I have examined this premise in detail. 
The Foreign Policy article by Professor 
Wohlstetter summarizes part of this work.10 

The research shows conclusively that the his
tory of predictions by the Secretaries of De
fense during the past fourteen years regard
ing Soviet strategic offense force growth has 
been not one of overestimation but in fact 
has been overwhelmingly one of underesti
mation. While the short "missile gap" period 
may have formed the basis for this myth, 
even that was not an overestimate but was a 
bit of ethnocentrism on our part-U.S. esti
mates of ICBM's were off by about as much 
in one direction as the estimates of m
MRBM's were in the other. The evidence on 
this clearly demonstrates that the "missile 
gap" was a U.S. misreading of Soviet priori
tiec;. 

The Pentagon, to be sure, does talk of 
the Soviet threat it expects to face when it 
is pre3enting its own force program. When 
else would it be more relevant? On the other 
hand, the evidence clearly establishes the 
falsity of the notion that the estimates it 
then presents are invariably high. Out of the 
51 estimates of future Soviet capabilities 
that we examined in the Secretary of Defense 
Posture Statements since 1962, the mid
range of only two exceeded the actual 
achieved deployments, and the high end of 
only nine exceeded the reality. 

What ls important about all this? The 
belief in the myths affects decisions in three 
major classes of issues: assured destruction, 
accuracy improvement, and arms control. 
The major conclusions often based on the 
assertions I have noted are that assured 
destruction is enough; accuracy is bad; and 
irms control agreements are so important 
that major quantitative disadvantages can 
be accepted to achieve them, because our 
qualitative advantages can offset quanti
tative disadvantages and will endure. A 

finding that these myths are incorrect lends 
credibility to the opposite conclusions: 

Assured destruction-if it is relevant at 
all-is insuJllcient: 

There are many reasons why increasing 
accuracy may be beneficial; and 

Arms control agreements that codify 
quantitative advantages to the Soviets and 
are justified by qualitative advantages to 
us-which are unlikely to last and are not 
codified in the agreement-could be highly 
disadvantageous to the U.S. 

FOOTNOTES 

1 See the forthcoming book, Competition or 
Race? Innovation and the Changing Size of 
Strategic Forces, by Albert Wohlstetter, 
Amoretta Roeber, Fred Hoffman, and David 
McGarvey; also, drawn from this work, Albert 
Wohlstetter, "Is There a Strategic Arms 
Race?" Foreign Policy, no. 15, Summer 1974, 
and "Rivals but No 'Race,' " Foreign Policy, 
no. 16, Fall 1974. 

2 This article is an outgrowth of the joint 
work cited in note 1. It was presented in 
modified form at the Military Operations Re
search Society meeting at West Point in June 
1974. I am indebted to the critiques of Albert 
Wohlstetter and David McGa.rvey and the 
comments of Donald Brennan. 

3 Barry Carter, "Nuclear Strategy and Nu
clear Weapons," Scientific American, vol. 320, 
no. 5, May 1974. 

' Maxwell D. Taylor, "The Legitimate 
Claims of National Security," Foreign Affairs, 
vol. 52, no. 3, 1974. 

6 Hebert York, "Deterrence by Means of 
Mass Destruction," Pacem in Terris III, 8ep· 
tember 6, 1973. 

o The Military Balance 1971-1972, The In
ternational Institute for Strategic Studies, 

1 Wolfgang K. H. Panofsky, "The Mutual
Hostage Relationship between America and 
Russia," Foreign Affairs, vol. 52, no. 1, Octo
ber 1973. 

s John Warner of Science Applications, Inc., 
has also done some detailed analysis of this 
question. I draw on his analysis here as well 
as that of David McGarvey and myself. 

o John Despres of the RAND Corporation 
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THE ADV ANT AGES OF HUNTS
Vll.JLE, ALA., AS THE SITE FOR 
THE ERDA SOLAR ENERGY RE
SEARCH INSTITUTE 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, solar 

energy is widely recognized today as one 
of the Nation's most promising and at
tractive alternative energy options. How
ever, we also recognize that its practical 
realization in both the near-term and the 
long-term is accompanied by many un
certainties. For the most part, these are 
related to costs and to technical choices 
within the general solar research area, 
not to whether net power can be obtained 
from the Sun. Through a well-structured, 
federally-supported solar energy re
search and development program these 
uncertainties can be reduced and, I be
lieve, eventually eliminated. 

Congress, cognizant of the need for the 
creation of a National Solar Energy pro
gram, enacted Public Law 93-473, the 
Solar Energy Research, Development and 
Demonstration Act of 1974, at the end of 
the second session of the 93d Congress. 

Basically, this act seeks to bring a num
ber of solar energy technologies to com
mercial readiness in the shortest time 
practicable. To help meet this objective, 
the act established the Solar Energy Re
search Institute-sERI-which will per
form research, development and related 
function in support of the national 
solar energy program as well as serve as 
a focal point for the Federal solar energy 
research effort. How fast this Nation 
moves ahead with the practical applica
tion of solar energy will depend to a large 
extent on the effectiveness of the 
Institute. 

Mr. President, ERDA will decide on a 
location for the Institute early in 1976. 
Consideration for locating the Institute 
must include the availability of appro
priate personnel and technical facilities 
as well as geographic and climatic fac
tors. It would be a waste of precious tin, e 
and taxpayers' dollars to select a site 
that 1s not already doing significant solar 
energy research. 

Huntsville, Ala., has excellent char
acteristics for meeting every major re
quirement for a Solar Energy Research 
Institute. Some of these favorable char
acteristics are typical of the Southeast
ern States, some are peculiar to Alabama, 
but most are unique to Huntsville. This 
situation is largely due to Huntsville's 
distinction as a key national center of 
basic and applied research and tech
nological development in a broad range 
of disciplinary areas. The high tech
nology industrial organizations that ar
rived during Huntsville's peak growth 
period have already demonstrated the 
fiexibility to move from the missile/spa~e 
field to other high technology areas; and 
in these days of skyrocketing land and 
building costs, the large amounts of low
cost industrial acreage and office space in 
Huntsville must be considered a major 
beneficial factor. 

As a result of numerous successful 
aerospace. military, and industrial re
search and development activities in 
Huntsville during the past 25 years, a 
large reserve of human resources are now 
available for performing management 
and scientific research services in the 
solar energy field. 

These people are well trained and have 
demonstrated their skills in large-scale 
national programs such as Saturn
Apollo, Safeguard, and Skylab. Their 
capabilities are available in such disci
plines as physics, chemistry, biology, ar
chitectural design, mechanical engineer
ing, electrical engineering, materials and 
solar energy research and applications, 
project management, procurement, reli
ability and quality assurance as exam
ples of the many talents needed in the 
national solar energy research program. 

In addition, there are many facilities 
available which were used in the Na
tion's military anci space programs such 
as material laboratories, solar simula
tion facilities, data processing and com
puter simulation and testing facilities. 
These can be readily used for performing 
research and tlevelopment efforts in the 
solar energy field. The revolutionary ap
plications of science, engineering, and 
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management developed on the way to 
the Moon can now be focused upon 
problems here on Earth. We can now use 
these available skills and techniques t.o 
satisfy our energy needs in ways which 
were impossible before. 

I have asked the University of Ala
bama at Huntsville to prepare a paper 
illustrating the advantages of Huntsville 
as the site for the ERDA Solar Energy 
Research Institute. I ask unanimous con
sent that this paper be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objections, the paper 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
BACKGROUND OF SOLAR ENERGY ACTIVITIES IN 

THE HUNTSVILLE AREA 
The majority of the solar energy related 

research and technology in Huntsville, Ala
bama, was developed during the 1960's in 
support of military and space project.s and 
pertained to work involving thermal simu
lation, environmental and climatic studies, 
energy storage, materials development, solar 
energy absorption and radiation, phutovol
taic conversion using solar cells, develop
ment of selective surface coatings, and en
vironmental simulation and well known 
local firms such as Chrysler, Teledyne-Brown 
Engineering, Sperry, Northrop, mM, Lock
heed, Boeing, General Electric, Wyle Labo
ratories and other supporting contractors, 
including educational institutions such as 
the University of Alabama in Huntsville. 

Instruments were developed to measure 
the intensity of thermal radiation and test
ing of special coatings that absorb a high 
percentage of thermal radiation and yet re
tain integrity at elevated temperatures. 
Testing and selection of materials such as 
heat resistant glass, quartz and artificial 
sapphire for use as cover plates for ther
mal radiation instruments were likewise 
developed. 

Specialized digital computer programs 
were built to calculate the radiant heat in
terchange between a space vehicle, the sun, 
and the black void of space. The effect of 
shadowing or blocking of solar radiation by 
intervening structures and the heat transfer 
within various structures were also com
puted to analyze surface temperatures for 
radiation considerations. 

A large amount of solar cell research and 
development effort for direct conversion of 
solar energy to electricity has been per
formed in Huntsvme. These photovoltaic 
devices were used on space satellites and 
space stations developed in HuntsTille and 
successfully operated durin:; space missions. 
Studies are now underway to use this photo
voltaic and other solar energy conversion 
concepts to beam clean power from space 
to Earth using microwave techniques. The 
Huntsville designed and managed Skylab 
Space Station successfully demonstrated a 
large-scale use of solar cells for on-board 
power generation. A key element of Skylab 
was the ATM or Apollo Telescope Mount 
containing five special telescopes which 
greatly enhanced our detalled knowledge of 
the Sun-our prime energy source. 

National surveys and studies of environ
mental and climatic conditions have been 
made from Hunt.sville designed orbital plat
forms such as Skyla.b to aid in the under
standing of our total environment. This 
efl'ort Includes wind analysis, another form 
of energy related to the Sun. 

Data banks for systems analysis, optimiza
tion, and Simulation a.re now being de
veloped in Huntsville to aid in solar energy 
utilization. The University of Alabama in 
Huntsvllle is aiding in this urgently needed 

task. Nation-wide surveys a.re underway to 
compile climatic, architectural, equipment, 
and economic information needed by design
ers and management personnel involved in 
solar energy research and development. The 
University's Center for Environmental and 
Energy Studies is performing solar energy 
studies which must be considered by the 
SERI. A wind and solar energy test faclllty 
and a complete meteorological and climatic 
measurino- station has been established with 
funding from the State of Alabama Legis
lature and the State Revenue Sharing Fund. 
Additional funds are being provided by the 
Marshall Space Flight Center of NASA for 
contractual support on systems analyses and 
data development related to solar . energy 
heated and cooled systems for buildings. 

The Redstone Scientific Information Cen
ter is one of the most complete scientific 
libraries available In the nation and has the 
capability of proTiding cutTent information 
on activities in sola.r energy research includ
ing demonstration programs and utilization 
in industry, government, laboratories and 
uni versltles world-wide. 

Personnel and facilfties In the areas of 
computer modeling, environmental aspects, 
economic and system analysis are abundantly 
available in Huntsville. A recent survey of 
some 70 industrial firms, government orga
nizations and universities in the Hunt.sville 
area revealed that there were over 12,000 
professionals with interest and skills vital to 
research, development, fabrication and mar
keting of solar energy systems and subsys
tems. Of these, over S,000 were engineers, 
1,157 of which a.re registered professional 
engineers. Other professionals are avanable in 
proportionate numbers. They are experienced 
Jn the management and scientific expertise 
which results in highly successful programs 
and in the technology transfer mechanisms 
required to apply the fruits of this nation's 
research efforts into viable industrial applf~ 
ca.tions. Many of these personnel are avail
able now to address our energy problems and 
provide the critical skills needed in the inter
disciplinary areas of solar energy research 
and utllization. 

SPECll'IC FACTORS THAT FAVOR HUNTSVILLE 

The following point.s are presented as an 
indication of the many unique factors that 
must be considered for locating the Solar 
Energy Research Institute in Huntsville, Ala
bama: 

Southeastern geographic considerations 
New energy sources are most needed where 

the potential for the growth of industry and 
population is the greatest. Full utilization of 
solar energy requires not only adequate radi
a.nt energy from the Sun but also arable land, 
wind currents and water resources. Availa
bility of adequate water supplies, for exam
ple, has a profound effect on solar energy 
potential. As the Southeast has approxi
mately 50 inches of annual ra.in!all, several 
large river systems, considerable unused ara
ble Ia.nd, and few air pollution problems, it 
is the prime region for national growth in 
the immediate future. The predicted 35% 
population growth (2% per year plus an im
migration of 6,000,000) in the Southeast dur
ing the next 10 yea.rs will require new ener
gy sources. Fortunately climatic and geo
graphic conditions favor solar energy to sup
ply part of this need. Agriculture has con
siderable potential for solar energy applica
tion such as crop drying and/or processing. 
The Southeast provides half of the nation's 
cotton and large quantities of corn, soybeans, 
and other edible crops. 

It is recognized that an early major appll
catlon of solar energy will be in the heating 
and cooling of new buildings. This develop
ment is more appropriate to the Southeast 
because of the new building construction 

that will complement the projected popula
tion and industrial growth. Also, cloud con
ditions over the Southeastern states ls simi
lar to that found in the populous Northeast 
and Midwest regions. Solar energy collection/ 
storage systems developed to deal with cloudy 
periods in the Southeast will be c1.ppropriate 
for use in the most populous portion of the 
United States. Many advantages of the South
eastern United States as an area for the de
velopment and application of solar heating 
and cooling of buildings were cited in the 
Phase O studies funded by the National Sci
ence Foundation. 

Huntsville geographic considerations 
Huntsville's mid-south location in the 

lower Appalachian region has 45 % of the 
nation's population within a 600 mile radius 
and most of the 40-odd major urban centers 
Within that circle may be reached by a 1 ~fl 
to 2 hour flight. 

Huntsville has a temp:)rate climate, char
acterized by warm summers, usually cool 
winters and discernable sea.sons. The area. 
normally has 52 inches of rain annually and 
experiences at least one snowfall. The mean 
annual temperature ls 62 degrees and there 
is an average of 210 days a year of sunshine. 
This climate permits that adequate demon
stration and testing of the storage capabili
ties required for solar energy systems. 

The City of Huntsvme and Madison county, 
Alabama, comprise the third largest metro
politan area in the State of Alabama With a 
population just under 200,000 and is the 
lOlst largest metropolitan area in the United 
States. Current employers are the 83 private 
companies and eight government agencies 
with activities in research, development, test
ing, manufacturing, project management, 
education and related support services. There 
are three institutions of higher learning in 
the area.: The University of Alabama. in 
Hunt.svllle, Alabama A & M University and 
Oa.kwood College with an enrollment in ex
cess of 9,000. The total current employment, 
not including agricultural workers, is 70,000. 

The area is endowed with excellent trans
portation facllitles: air, rail, water and high
way. The Hunt.sville-Madison County Air
port (Jetplex) is one of the most modern 
factlities in the United States. It provides 
parallel runways 5,000 feet a.part, allowing, 
if necessary, simultaneous instrument opera
tions. One runway is 8,000 feet long, with a 
provision for an extension to 10,000 feet; the 
other one is 5,400 feet long with a possible 
extension to 8,000 feet. Commercial air serv
ice is provided by Eastern Airlines, Southern 
Airways and United Air Lines with a total 
of 24 arrivals and departures each day. Non
stop flights go to Atlanta, Chattanooga, 
Greensboro, Los Angeles, Memphis, Mobile, 
Nashville, Orlando, Raleigh, St. Louis and 
Washington. One-stop through flights go to 
Chicago, New Orleans, New York-La.Guardia, 
New York-Newark, San Francisco and Seattle. 
Boeing 727, Boeing 737, and Douglas DC-9 
jet transport aircraft are used. 

The Tennessee River provides water trans
portation to the mid-west and the Gulf of 
Mexico through the Mississippi-Ohio-Ten
nessee River waterways. In 1982 the Tennes
see-Tombigbee Waterway ls planned to be 
operational; this will reduce the waterway 
distance from Huntsville to the Gulf of 
Mexico by at least 50%. 

The Southern Railway serves Huntsville 
with freight service. Passenger service on 
L & N is available at Decatur, 25 miles to the 
west. Also, there are two excellent connec
tions to Interstate Highway I-6t.. 20 miles 
away. 

To initially establish and continualty test 
the adequacy of simulation and analytical 
techniques, outdoor experiments will likely 
be performed by SERI. As Huntsvllle is served 
by the Tennessee Valley Authority its unique 
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location and use of TV A electric power can 
allow the full scale conversion and testing 
of solar energy powered electric generating 
stations or for the burning of biomass mate
rials to provide turbine power for electric 
generators. 

In the Huntsville area there are large farm
ing and timberland areas available for re
search in to biological uses of solar energy; 
e.g., the growing of sugar cane or sugar beets 
or other inedible crops to make alcohol as a 
fuel; direct use of sunlight to dry grain and 
other crops; and solar distillation of water. 
The heating of poultry buildings with solar 
energy can also be studied and demonstrated 
a this and livestock production is a major 
enterprise in the North Alabama area. 
Available sites for early operation of SERI 

Huntsville and Madison County offer a 
wide variety of industrial building sites with 
four industrial parks and other smaller pub
licly and privately held areas providing a total 
of approximately 5,000 acres. Property in 
these parks in community-owned and avail
able for immediate development at unin
fiated prices. Cost per acre ranges between 
$2,500 and $5,000 with larger sites in some 
areas slightly less and smaller acreage in cer
tain areas higher. Types of sites range from 
well developed locations in the Cummings 
Research Park near the University of Ala
bama or the Jetplex, to less accessible areas 
near the Tennessee River. The four indus
trial parks are zoned to control the type of 
activities allowed in these areas and limit 
pollution sources. The Cummings Research 
Park area of some 3,000 acres is zoned to 
present a campus-like atmosphere. In addi
tion, the U.S. Army has a 38,781 acre reserva
tion adjacent to the southwestern city lim
its which may be available for federal build
ing sites, as well as testing and demonstra
tion areas. 

Within the City of Huntsville there are 
250,000 square feet of office and laboratory 
space available for $1.00/square foot/year in 
a building known as the Huntsville Indus
trial Center and another 74,000 square feet 
currently leased to the GSA (until 1978) in a. 
modern building in the Cummings Research 
Park. Both are available in all or part of the 
area. mentioned as early operational sites to 
establish SERI. 

Huntsville's population in 1960 was 72,365, 
one half of the current population. Although 
rapid growth took place in the decade of the 
60's, recent growth has been of the order of 1 
to 2% per year, less than the national aver
age. Due to the growth pattern, most of 
Huntsville's facilities are relatively new (five 
to ten years old). In the past, Huntsville has 
responded adequately to a population influx 
of 20,000 per year and can easily accommo
date in influx of 2,000 to 5,000 during a short 
period of time. 
Intellectual, technical, and administrative 

support available 
The Huntsville area offers mission-oriented, 

dedicated and responsive support for solar 
energy research activities and large-scale 
consumer input potential for modeling 
opportunities. 

Technical and managerial personnel ac
customed to working effectively in a research 
environment are widely available in Hunts
ville as a consequence of local contributions 
to Redstone, Jupiter, TOW, Saturn-Apollo, 
Skylab and similar multi-million dollar tech
nical programs which have demonstrated 
outstanding performance in meeting and ex
ceeding their stated objectives. 

Large-scale consumer input and/or public 
response surveys have been conducted in 
Huntsville by Federal Government, local 
government and University groups. These 
surveys include technology utilization, In
terest ln employment by new industries and 

the consumer-oriented Federal Automotive 
Diagnostic Project currently being operated 
by the University of Alabama in Huntsville 
under a multi-million dollar research con
tract to The Department of Transportation. 

Flexible management structures are com
mon in Huntsville, both in government and 
private industry. Examples are the Hunts
ville Division, Corps of Engineers, which has 
shifted from missile site construction to de
sign of Postal Service facilities, synthetic fuel 
plants, and test facilities for solar energy 
heating and cooling systems. Similarly, the 
Chrysler; Huntsville plant has shifted from 
nearly 100 % government technical support 
to primarily automotive electronics produc
tion and General Electric has manufactured 
display panels and instruments ifor solar 
energy demonstration projects. IBM has also 
recently entered this field with the develop
ment of a "sunfall monitor" at their Hunts
ville facilities. 

Huntsville offers an environment which 
provides an intellectual atmosphere, techni
cal suppliers, and support services for a ma
jor research laboratory such as the SERI. 
Excellent communication and transportation 
services are available to ease interchange 
between SERI, universities, industry, gov
ernment laboratories and other organiza
tions. The three institutions of higher learn
ing, led by the University of Alabama in 
Huntsville, offer ample opportunity for con
tinuing education, as well as doctoral con
sultation in many fields of interest, particu
larly science and engineering for members of 
the SERI staff. 

The SERI will interact with an interna
tional network of solar energy researchers. 
Huntsville is a cosmopolitan city with a dis
tinct international fiavor. The U.S. Army 
Guided Missile Center and School annually 
attracts thousands of students from coun
tries throughout the world. The Huntsville
Madison Council for International Visitors 
provides many services to these visitors. The 
Huntsville Board of Education provides free 
English-as-a-second-language classes twice a 
week. 

The Marshall Space Flight Center lli 
Huntsville manages an international Space· 
lab program involving a consortium of many 
countries that are also involved in significant 
solar energy research activities. 

Technical suppliers and services have been 
built up in Huntsville to meet the diversi
fied needs of the U.S. Army Missile Com
mand, the Ballistic Missile Defense Agency, 
and the NASA-Marshall Space Flight Center, 
educational institutions and industry. A ma
jor portion of this total capability is repre
sented by the hardware and software support 
needed for the large-scale computer and 
data processing activities in the Huntsvllle 
area. This valuable resource is now available 
to support the needs of the Solar Energy 
Research Institute. 
Support from educational instit1ttions and 

laboratories 
The University of Alabama. in Huntsville, 

Alabama. A & M University (in Huntsville), 
the University of Alabama (Tuscaloosa), Au
burn University, the University of Alabama. 
in Birmingham, Tuskegee University and the 
University of South Alabama in conjunction 
with the University of Tennessee Space In
stitute at Tullahoma, Tennessee offer the 
possibility of a consortium of universities in 
support of SERI. Auburn University has di
rected the ASEE-NASA Engineering Design 
Faculty Fellowship program at the Marshall 
Space Flight Center in Huntsville for the past 
eight years. The program for the past three 
years has pertained to energy analysis with 
the 1973 position paper entitled "Terrastar" 
completely devoted to solar energy. The 
University of Alabama in Huntsvllle 1n as-

sociation with the Huntsville Area Technical 
Area Societies sponsored a major course and 
conference on Solar Energy in March, 1975. 
This five day affair drew hundreds of attend
ees and provided a focal point for solar re
search and applications within the south
eastern region. An annual conference has 
now been initiated as a result of this pro
gram and participating institutions such as 
Louisiana Sta.te University, the University 
of Georgia, the Un iversity of Florida, Mis
sissippi State University, Virginia Polytechnic 
Institute, the University of South Alabama, 
Clemson University, Texas Tech University, 
and others are now actively interested in solar 
energy research prvgrams. This cooperative 
effort is typical of the seminar and confer
ence support available in the academic en
vironment that Huntsville offers. 

In addition to research facilit ies and 
laboratories associa ted with the above men
tioned universities, there are substantia.l 
laboratory fa.cilitie.:; at the U.S. Missile Com
mand at Redstone Arsenal, and at Marshall 
Space Flight Center and in the various in
dustries in the Huntsville area. The:oe exist
ing laboratories would welcome the SERI as 
a neighbor and could help provide many of 
the disciplines required for research and de
velopment of solar energy. 

The City of Huntsville school system has 
an enrollment of 32,000 students in grades 
one through twelve in five high schools. nine 
middle schools an 26 elementary schools. 
The entire system is fully accredited. Spe
cial programs are conducted for handicapped 
students. Extensive adult education is of
fered at three levels. Educational television 
channel WHIQ is operated by the school 
system as part of the Alabama Educational 
Television network. It offers one of the most 
advanced closed-circuit classroom programs 
in the nation. 

Tne Madison County School System has 23 
schools at elementary, middle and high 
school levels. The System offers special pro
grams and courses similar to the city schools. 
Madison County is the first rural school 
system in Alabama to become fully ac
credi ed. 

TECHNICAL SOCIETIES 

The Huntsville Association of Technical 
Societies (HATS) coordinates and encourages 
joint technical society meetings, seminars, 
publications, educational and general ad
vancement of professional society member
ship. 

The HATS organization has helped to 
sponsor educational courses, tuition grants, 
seminars and lectures in support of solar en
ergy research and applications. The member 
societies of HATS representing some 2,600 
members are listed below: 

AIAA-American Institution of Aeronau
tics and Astronautics. 

AIIE-American Institution of Industrial 
Engineers. 

AMS--American Meteorological Society. 
ASCE-America.n Society of Civil Engi

neers. 
ASME-American Society of Mechanical 

Engineers. 
ASPE-Alabama Society of Professional En

gineers. 
ASQC-American Society of Quality Con

trol. 
HFS-Human Factors Society. ~ 
IEEE-Institute of Electrical and Elech'on

ics Engineers. 
ISA-Instrument Society of America. 
SAVE-Society of American Value Engi

neers. 
S.Al.VIE-Society of American Military En

gineers. 
SOLE-Society of Logistics Engineers. 
STC-Society tor Technical Communica

tions. 
Active individuals in these organizations 
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provide a unique and diversified resource to 
assure that the highest scientific and tech
nical levels of competence will be achieved 
in major research programs located in Hunts
ville. 

HUNTSVILLE INDUSTRIAL SUPPORT FOR SOLAR 

ENERGY RESEARCH 

The following listing of industrial or
ganizations in the Hunstvme area is indica
tive of the broad and diversified industrial 
b ase available for support of the Solar En
ergy Research Institute. Most of these firms 
have extensive facilities in Huntsville and, 
in many cases, are supported by their parent 
organization having even broader interests 
in solar energy research. In addition, s~ch 
firms as Battelle Laboratories, Arthur D. Lit
tle, Inc., TRW, Westinghouse, Grumman, 
Martin-Marietta, General Dynamics, Rock
well International, and similar firms involved 
in solar energy research are represented or 
have local offices in Huntsville. 

Industrial organizations and activities, in
terest and supporting capabilities in solar 
energy: 

American Data Corporation, data process
ing systems. 

Astro-Space Laboratories, machine shop 
and fabrication support. 

Avco Electronics Operation, manufacture 
of electronic components and controls. 

BDM, Inc., system design and optimiza
tion. 

Ball Brothers Research Corp., overall 
thermal energy systems analysis, basic re
search, component manufacturing and test
ing. 

Boeing Aerospace Co. (including Boeing 
Engineering & Construction), research, de
velopment, fabrication, test of solar col~ec
tors and solar systems, systems integration, 
project management; construction of full
scale demonstrations, data collection, and sys
tems analysis. 

Boeing Computer Services, Inc., computer 
applications for solar energy simulation, 
analysis, data collection, etc. 

Chrysler, Huntsville Electronics Divis~on, 
power systems research, math modeling, 
thermal control systems, project manage
ment. 

Computer Sciences Corp., systems analysis 
and simulation. 

Creative Research Services, solar collector 
support frames, engineering models, photo
graphic services. 

CORD Industries, solar drying for food 
processes and agricultural applications, 
graphic engineering, technical models and 
displays. 

G&M Enterprises, construction of liquid 
media collectors. 

General Electric, solar energy systems, dis· 
play consoles, thermal energy meters, solar 
energy meters. 

Glenn Engineering Co., machine shop sup
port. 

Halstead & Mitchell-Division of Halstead 
Industries, Inc., independent research on flat 
plate solar collectors; manufacturers of air 
conditioning equipment. 

Hayes International Corp., manufacturing 
support services, audiovisual and graphic en
gineering services. 

H&S Engineering Co., air /solar collectors, 
system design and testing. 

IBM Space Systems, Federal Systems Divi
sion, project management, component devel
opment, independent research tungsten den
drite surface; developers of automated sun
fall monitors; systems integration. 

John Blue Co., manufacture of mechanical 
& hydraulic equipment; liquid storage sys
tems. 

Lockheed-Huntsville Research & Engi
neering Center, Lockheed Missiles & Space 
Co., Solar energy concentrator and zone re-

fining, heating and cooling of buildings 
(greenhouses), etc. 

M & S Computing, Inc., Data systems, in
teractive graphics, engineering drawings. 

Martin Industries, Inc., Huntsville Divi
sion, Manufacture and testing of solar col
lectors. 

Northrop Services, Benefit analysis, systems 
operations simulation, technical support, 
meteorological and climatic systems analysis. 

Owen-Corning Fiberglas, Insulation and 
optical equipment. 

PPG Industries, Inc., Solar collector com
ponents. 

Planning Research Corp., Test and demon
stration program planning, benefit analysis, 
optimizing size of solar energy systems and 
applications. 

Raytheon Co., Solar cell development, mi
crowave power beaming. 

Reisz Engineering Co., Project manage
ment, grain drying, systems interpretation, 
evaluation of alternate energy systems in
cluding wind energy conversion. 

Remtech, Inc., Systems analysis, environ
mental control, thermodynamics, fluid dy
namics, and aerothermodynamics research. 

Rockwell International Space Div., Systems 
design and development. 

SCI Systems, Inc., Systems design and 
development, instrumentation systems. 

Spa.co, Inc., Custom sheet metal products. 
Sperry Support Service Sperry-Rand Corp., 

Solar cell power system development, solar 
thermal power plant studies, solar collector 
testing, terrestrial solar photovoltaic arrays 
with concentration, solar panel testing, math 
modeling, data acquisition, environmental 
controls and testing project management, 
precision machine shop. 

Stanford Research Institute, Systems anal
ysis, operations research, cost analysis. 

Sun-Glo Enterprises, Facilities for air 
media solar collectors. 

Sverdrup & Parcel & Associates, Develop
ment & construction of demonstrations, 
analysis, etc. 

Systems Development Corp., Systems de
sign, development and analysis. 

Technical Micronics Control, Inc., De
velopment, design & fabrication of solar 
heating and cooling systems for residences 
and small commercial buildir.gs. 

Teledyne-Brown Engineering, Project 
management, systems and subsystems 
analysis, system design, system optimization, 
data acquisitions systems, test requirements 
& plans, economic trade-offs. 

Wyle Laboratories, Huntsville, Full range 
of testing support services. 

SUMMARY 

The following points are submitted in sum
mary to emphasize a number of key factors 
favoring Huntsville, Alabama as the choice 
site for the location and operation of the 
Solar Energy Research Institute. 

1. Huntsville, Alabama is a modern, pro
gressive community with a cooperative spirit, 
a strong interest in and responsive attitude 
toward r·esearch-oriented enterprises. Ninety 
percent of Huntsville's present size came into 
existence during the past 25 years; its new
comers are active, young people, attracted 
by industrial, space and military programs. 
And, Huntsville is maintaining its growth 
with new industries being established and 
planned on a continuing basis. 

2. The supporting research base in Hunts
ville is broad, diversified and science and 
technology oriented. Excellent working rela
tionships have been demonstrated between 
the government agencies and laboratories, 
the community, the educational institutions, 
the diversified industries, libraries, and tech
nical organizations. This teamwork is critical 
to the early and successful operation of SERI. 

3. Huntsville has close proximity to TVA 

research and administrative facilities and 
nuclear plants, so power supply systems and 
problems can readily be studied. 

4. Relations between solar power genera
tion and the consumer community can be 
analyzed easily, because the community is 
technology-oriented. 

5. The University of Alabama in Huntsville 
has a young, forward-looking faculty and 
staff and has already established a Center 
for Environmental and Energy Studies, with 
active interest and participation in climatic 
research, solar and wind research and test 
facilities, solar energy technical data bank 
development, automobile emission studies, 
and related activities. 

6. With the reduction of the space pro
gram, manpower with special skills in energy 
and power research and development have 
become available. This valuable resource al
lows a quick reaction capability to facilitate 
early operation of the SERI. 

7. Experience in key solar energy related 
fields is available in Huntsville. These fields 
include: 

Collecting, converting, distributing, stor
ing, and conservation of solar power; 

Materials analysis and development; 
Research in existing and new fields of solar 

energy; 
Facilities, laboratory and equipment plan

ning, design and construction; 
Engineering development of systems; 
Testing of components, subsystems, and 

systems; 
Reliability and quality assurance engi

neering; 
Assessment and optimization of systems 

through computer simulations; 
Economic, social, and institutional anal

yses; and 
Technology utilization and data dissemi

nation. 
8. A solar heating and cooling test bed has 

been under development and analysis at 
NASA-MSFC for several years. Experience 
gained in this project is available and in
cludes materials development, measuring and 
control systems, systems engineering, relia
bility engineering and testing. Manpower 
could be made available through contractual 
arrangements similar to the existing support 
being provided to ERDA for the national solar 
heating and cooling demonstration program. 

9. One of the nation's largest research 
parks is located in Huntsville. Major indus
tries and select sites are immediately avail
able to support the SERI and provide all 
necessary elements to assure its early and 
continuing operation at a successful and use
ful level. This resource and the cooperative 
spirit of Huntsville is needed to help solve 
our nation's energy problem. 

STEVE WEXLER-THE SENATE AND 
EDUCATION LOSE A FRIEND 

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, Congress 
and American education lost a friend 
and able counselor with the untimely 
death of Stephen J. Wexler, majority 
counsel to the Labor and Public Welfare 
Subcommittee on Education. 

As the ranking minority member of the 
Education Subcommittee, I had the 
pleasure of working with Steve Wexler. 
I found Steve not only professionally and 
technically competent, but also always 
willing to assist and help in any way 
possible. 

Steve was committed to the improve
ment of education in all its facets. Since 
becoming majority counsel to the edu
cation subcommittee in 1969, Steve has 
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had an important role and hand in shap
ing major education legislation. I am 
particularly aware of his significant con
tributions to both the Higher Education 
Amendments of 1972 and the Education 
Amendments of 1974. The hours that 
Steve devoted to both of these landmark 
measures are not known by the general 
public but it is through such dedication 
and devotion to duty of individuals, like 
Steve, that Congress is able to cope with 
the heavy workload and meet the chal
lenges we face. 

In addition to missing his professional 
abilities and expertise, we will all miss 
his sense of humor and wit. Even during 
the most difficult time, such as the wee 
hours of the morning in 19'72 when the 
House and Senate conf.erence committee, 
was hammering out the diiierences be
tween the House- and Senate-passed 
versions, Steve could be counted on to 
remain steady and for the refreshing 
humorous remarks or story which helps 
in easing tensions. 

I want to extend my sympathy to 
Steve's wife, Elizabeth, and his family 
at this most difficult time. While Steve's 
loss is great, we are grateful for having 
had the opportunity to know and work 
with him and are proud of the many con
tributions and accomplishments of this 
devoted public servant of Congress and 
American education. I will miss him and 
the Senate will miss him. 

I ask unanimous consent that an 
article from the Washington Star on 
Steve be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

KEY SENATE EDUCATION AIDE DIES IN 

MOTORCYCLE CRASH 

(By John Mathews) 
Stephen J. Wexler, 40, chief counsel for 

the last six years of a key Senate education 
subcommittee, was killed Saturday when his 
motorcycle collided with a car in Annapolis. 
He lived in Annapolis on Harness Creek 
Road. 

Annapolis police said Wexler was thrown 
about 10 feet through the air when his 
motorcycle and another vehicle collided 
head-on in an intersection about 4 p.m. 

Wexler, police said, was dead on arrival at 
Anne Arundel General Hospital. Police said 
Joseph E. Rawlings, 39, of Annapolis, driver 
of the other vehicle has been charged with 
manslaughter and driving while intoxicated 
and ts free on $2,500 bond. 

During his career as chief counsel of the 
education subcommittee of the Senate Com
mitltee on Labor and Public Welfare, Wexler 
had a critical role in shaping revisions of the 
bai'lic federal aid program for local schools, 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act, as well as legislation affecting higher 
education and vocational education. 

As the key aide to Sen. Claiborne Pell, 
D-R.I., the subcommittee chairman, Wexler 
considered a major accomplishment of recent 
years the establishment under the 1972 Edu
cation Amendment of the Basic Education 
Opportunity Grant Program. 

The program, which Wexler developed, pro
vides federal scholarships for college and 
other post secondary education for students 
:Crom low income families. 

Pell said in a statement that Wexler was 
"a valued legislative aide and adviser on 
whom I relied very much ••• In his seven 

years as counsel to the subcommittee on edu
cation his contribution to education legisla
tion enacted in those years was Immense. 

"Every action of the subcommittee bore his 
stamp. He was intensely devoted to improv
ing the quality of education at all levels 
across our nation and to insuring that qual
ity education was made available to every 
citizen." 

Prior to becoming chief counsel of the 
educat ion subcommittee in 1969, Wexler was 
for three years associate general counsel 
of the Senate Labor Committee's subcom
mittees on railroad retirement and arts and 
the humanities. 

He helped form the legislation which 
created the National Foundation of the Arts 
and the National Foundation of the Humani
ties. 

A short, young-looking man with a sharp 
wit and intellect, Wexler was widely known 
on Capitol Hill and in education circles here. 

Before becoming a Hill committee staff 
member Wexler from 1963 to 1964 was assist
ant general counsel for the American Federa
tion of State, County and Municipal Em
ployes. 

For the next two years he was in private 
practice here and a consultant for the De
partment of Labor. 

Wexler was born in Providence, R.I., at
tended public schools there and in 1956 re
ceived a B.S. degree from the University of 
Rhode Island. He received his law degree from 
Georgetown University Law Center in 1962 
and was a member of the D.C. Bar Associa
tion. He was in the Army from 1958 to 1960. 

He leaves his wife, Elizabeth Maiden, and 
a son, Adam, both at the home; his mother, 
Ann E. Wexler of Providence, and a sister, 
Mrs. Arnold Fellman, of Cranston, R.I. 

Services will be held tomorrow in Provi
dence. The family suggests that expressions 
of sympathy be in the form of contributions 
to the Heart Fund. 

THE CLEAN AIR ACT AND AUTO 
EMISSION STANDARDS 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, in 
attempting to respond to the needs and 
wants of the American people, the law 
makers talk endlessly of setting and 
meeting p1iorities. It is not difficult to 
define those problems which need im
mediate attention, and those goals which 
we should be working specifically to 
achieve-international peace and har
mony, economic recovery, and the de
velopment of new energy resources are 
just a very few. 

But what if our priorities are in con
flict with one another? What if, in or
der to reach one goal we must set an
other one aside, or worse, push it back
ward. Then it is not so easy to deter
mine just which goals should remain at 
the top of our list. 

This is what has worried me about the 
Clean Air Act-what its impact is in 
areas other than environmental con
cerns, and how the provisions of the act 
itself have been affected by other seem
ingly overwhelming concerns. One spe
cific dilemma we are having to deal with 
in this regard is the effect of the Clean 
Air Act on standards for automobile 
emissions. There are conflicting inter
pretations and situations here and, 
frankly, I see Congress ultimately hav
ing to face some very hard choices. 

Recently I expressed those concerns 
in a letter to Dr. Allyn Lockner, the sec
retary of the South Dakota Department 
of Environmental Protection. I think my 
colleagues, especially those who repre
sent rural States, realizing the entangled 
sense of priorities involved, would be 
most interested in Dr. Lockner's re
sponse. I ask unanimous consent that 
both these letters be printed in the REc
oan. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the REcor:n, 
as follows: • 

COMl\11TTEE ON AGRICULTURE 
AND PORESTRY 

Washington, D.C., September 10, 1975. 
Di· . ..t"u.LYN LocKNER, 
Secretary, South Dakota Department of En

i:ironmental Protection, State Office 
Building, Pierre, S. Dak., 57501 

DEAR DR. LOCKNER: Recent advertisements 
in many South Dakota newspapers have 
triggered renewed interest on the part of 
residents of our State over the impact of 
the Clean Air Act on automobile emission 
levels. 

The situation, a.t best, is contusing with 
a variety of proposals ·advanced by the En
vironmental Protection Agency (EPA), the 
President, the auto industry and the Con
gress. 

Essentially, the current status of these 
plans is as follows: 

AUTOMOBILE EMISSIOI: STANDARDS 
'Grams per vehicle mile] 

Carbon 
Hydro· monox· Nitrogen 

carbons ide oxides 

Current inter.m standards in 49 
States_________________________ L 5 15. O 3. l 

1977 interim standards in 49 States. 1. 5 15. !) 2. O 
Current California standards.------ • 9 9. O 2. o 
1977 California interim standards___ • 41 9. O 1. 5 
EPA proposed standards 1977-79___ 1. 5 15. O 2. o 
EPA proposed standards 1979-81... • 9 9. o 2. o 
President'~ original proposed stand· 

ards_____ ____________________ __ • 9 9. O 3. O 
President's revised proposed stand· 

ards as of June 27, 1975for1977-
81. --------------------------- 1. 5 15. 0 3. 0 

Levels requested by the major auto 
companies 1977-81.____________ 1. 5 15. O 3.1 

Levels required in 1978 under cur-
rentlaw _______________________ • 41 3. 4 • 4 

The question, then, is i! the present law 
should be adjusted to bring the statutory 
standards under the Clea.n Air Act more into 
line with the proposals that have been ad
vanced by both the public and private 
sector. 

Proceeding to the 1977 interim standards 
would increase fuel consumption modestly 
compared to 1975 models. There is disagree
ment as to whether the technology required 
to meet the statutory standards is available, 
but there is substantial agreement that the 
closer we get to the statutory standards the 
greater the fuel penalty to be expected. There 
is also little doubt that cars equipped with 
catalytic converters produce sulfuric acid 
mist, although how much and how serious a 
threat to the public health this represents 
is still open to question. 

As of 1970, personal automobiles were re
sponsible for about 60% of total U.S. air 
pollution and about 80% o! urban air pollu
tion. In cities like Washington, D.C. and Los 
Angeles, the percentage of pollution is higher 
from auto exhausts as they are not basically 
industrial areas. 

A compelling case can be made that the 
1975 standards are, 1n effect, adequate to 
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correct the bulk of the problem. As the older 
cars are discarded and the new lower-pollut
ing ones are put into service, total auto pol
lutants discharged into the air are calculated 
to decline for at least the rest of this decade. 
The difference in total pollutants from cars 
under the current interim standards com
pared to those under the statutory standards 
is very small and according to EPA, "will, in 
ou r judgment , have no measurable effects on 
a ir qu ality". 

Over the past c'ecade, the U.S. Auto In
dustry has spent between $1.5 and $2 billion 
on research and development for emission 
reduction and low-pollutillg engine designs 
with various companies-both foreign and 
domestic--exploring alt ernative sys t ems and 
en gines including Ford's Proco engine, 
Honda's Compound Vort ex Controlled Com
bustion (CVCC), Mazda's rotary engine with 
thermal reactor and the diesel powered pas
senger cars of Mercedes, Peugeot, and Opel. 
GM, Chrysler and AMC are also workin g on 
var ious designs. 

As a result of progress t o dat e, costs, prog
ress st ill required, probable dollar and fuel
consumption costs that are associated with 
the effort to meet the statutory requirements 
under the Clean Air Act-matched with the 
relatively small incremental improvements in 
air quality that would result from going 
the final steps from the 1975 standards to 
those required under the existing law-raise 
questions for many on the validity of the 
present statutory standards. 

I am committed to the improvement of the 
environment--air, water and land-but by 
the same token, I am mindful that there is 
also the "economic environment" that must 
be considered. Our efforts to achieve clean 
air must be effective, but they must also be 
realistic. 

With these factors in mind, Dr. Lockner, 
I would appreciate any comments your De
partment might have in relation to the Con
gressional consideration of possible amend
ments to the Clean Air Act. 

Wit h every good wish, I am 
Sincerely, 

GEORGE MCGOVERN. 

SOUTH DAKOTA DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION, 

Pierre, S. Dak., September 22, 1975. 
Senator GEORGE McGOVERN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR GEORGE: In reply to your letter of 
September 10, improvement of the air in 
South Dakota will be immeasurably small if 
present Automobile Emission Standards are 
raised to meet the statutory standards under 
the Clean Air Act. The standard automobile 
emissions of hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide 
and nitrogen oxide are not measured as part 
of South Dakota's Air Quality Surveillance 
Program. High air quality can be maintained 
in South Dakota by industrial and municipal 
compliance of South Dakota's Ambient Air 
Quality Standards. 

I feel that the present standards are ade
quate to prevent degradation of air quality 
in most states, especially the rural states. 
Only concentrated automobile use can pro
duce the accumulation of emissions which 
would result in violations of present stand
ards. Such affected areas should follow Cali
fornia's lead and declare it a local problem 
adopting local or state standards which are 
more strict than the Federal stan dards. 

The economic environment of the nation 
and its auto makers should not be penalized 
nationwide for problems created in metro
politan areas. Should farmers' tractors be re
quired to employ pollution control devices at 
the expense of horsepower and increased gas 
consumption? Such possible increased oper
ating expenses cannot be absorbed by the 

farmer who depends on ever larger machines 
to realize a profit from the land. Although 
some environmentalists would like to see 
perfectly clean air and water, the economics 
of the situation disallows such idealism. The 
present automobile emission standards ap
pear to be adequate for maintenance of high 
air quality standards in South Dakota. 

Sincerely, 
ALLYN 0. LOCKNER, 

Secretary, Department of 
Environmental Prot ecti on. 

THE ECONOMICS OF STREAM 
CHANNELIZATION 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, earlier 
this year the Cornell Law Forum carried 
an article that discussed the problems as
sociated with st ream channelization. The 
conclusion of the article was that the 
Federal taxpayer should not subsidize 
such work, which is primarily a benefit 
to the riparian land owners. 

Because of the continuing controversy 
over this practice of channelization, and 
because the Water Resources Council is 
presently studying the entire problem of 
cost-sharing alternatives for water re
sources projects. 

I ask unanimous consent that the Cor
nell Law Forum article be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Corn ell Law Forum, writes 1975) 
THE ECONOMICS OF STREAM CHANNELIZATION 

(By John P. Brown) 
A recurrent dream haunts the nighttime 

hours of some environmentalists. A pleasant 
valley lies in pastoral beauty, with a mean
dering stream providing a home for fish and a 
friendly habitat for the plants and wildlife 
of field, forest, and swamp. The natural force 
of floods and erosion gradually shifts the 
water course from one bed to another and 
adds to the variety of the landscape by creat
ing deposits of sediment and rolling hills. 

Into this quiet setting the hand of man 
suddenly intrudes. The owners of land along 
the stream seek to develop it for agriculture 
or housing or industry. The swamps must 
be drained, the floods prevented, the stream 
tamed. Reluctant to pay for these measures 
themselves, the owners appeal to a giant and 
distant bureaucracy for help. Engineers ar
rive, construction begins, and the scene is 
transformed-a concrete sluiceway replaces 
the wandering stream, which now runs 
through a valley devoted to agriculture, hous
ing, or industry. The quiet stream has been 
channelized; the ecology that provided 
beauty and charm has been transformed; and 
federal taxpayers have picked up the check. 

The violence and variability of natural 
forces lead to demands to control the flow of 
water. Periodic flooding destroys crops, 
sweeps away houses and farms, damages fac
tories, and imperils lives. Stream channel
ization for purposes of fiood control takes a 
number of common forms: excavation of a 
stream; levee-building; and increasing 
stream flow by removal of shrubs, rocks, and 
other n atural barriers to the flow of water. In 
addition to flood prevention, stream chan
nelization may also have the effect of chang
ing the wetness of adjacent land, such as by 
converting swampy areas to dry land. 

Several federal agencies, but especially the 
Department of Agriculture's Soil Conserva
tion Service, have engaged in extensive pro
grams of stream channelization in order to 

control the flow of water and enhance the 
use of adjacent land. The extent of stream 
channelization is impressive: the Soil Con
servation Service alone has channelized some 
5,000 miles of waterways and has plans for 
doubling that mileage. Hundreds of millions 
of federal dollars, supplemented in many 
cases by local funds, have been expended on 
t h is vast program. 

Rivers and streams, of course, range from 
pristine natural rivers to urban storm sewers. 
What is appropriate for one is not likely to 
fit the other. Thus extreme positions of "al
ways improve channels" or "never channel
ize" are foolish-the channel improvement 
which is a necessity on the Chicago River 
would be an at rocity on the wild r eaches of 
t he Snake River. 

The fact that s t ream ch annelization is 
somet imes a good thing and sometimes !i.Ot 

requires t he development of more subtle 
criteria for det erminin g what kinds of proj
ects sh ould be undertaken by federal agen
cies. The purpose of this article is to out line 
a method for making these decisions wisely. 

It is helpful at t he outset to t hink of rivers 
n.nd streams in terms of their degree of wild
ness. There is a continuum from the pristine 
wild river at one extreme to the covered 
s torm sewer at the other. St ream ch anneliza 
tion moves a stream in lesser or greater de
gree away from wildness. Moreover, change 
tends to be almost entirely in this direction 
both because groups in society clamor to 
harness streams and because the natural 
forces which erode m an's efforts of s t ream 
channelization work very slowly. 

Social benefits may result from having a 
river at a particular point in this spectrum. 
The est het ic and ecological advantages of a 
wild river are difficult to measure but hard 
to overestimate. On the other hand, a cov
ered, concrete channel may provide valuable 
possibilities for disposal of waste and excess 
water, and may permit the development of 
valuable adjacent land. A meandering stream 
in downtown Chicago is no more appropriat e 
than is a covered, concrete channel in open 
farm country. 

When is it desirable to make a s t ream less 
wild? How much should it be changed? An d 
who should pay the costs? 

The social costs of any change in a stream 
include more than the out-of-pocket ex
penses of construction and maintenance; the 
opportunity costs of giving up certain of the 
benefits of a wild stream may be much larger 
than out-of-pocket costs. From an economic 
standpoint the appropriate goal is to com
pare the total costs of a stream channeliza
tion project with the benefits to be gained, 
and to choose that degree of change which 
maximizes the difference between benefits 
and costs. Of course the best change may 
well be done at all! 

If the purpose of a project is flood cont rol , 
for example, analysis of benefits and costs 
requires an assessment, on the one hand, of 
the increased value of land which results 
when the probability of flooding is reduced, 
and. on the other. the economic and social 
costs of stream channelization. If other 
benefits of stream channelization are also 
involved, such as waste disposal or water 
for irrigation, they should be included on 
the benefit side of the analysis. 

The value of land is infi.uenced by its 
characteristics, such as wetness or probability 
of flooding. A rational landowner, forced to 
devote his land to one of a number of mu
tually exclusive uses, tends to choose the 
use which has the highest present value. The 
market value of the land tends to be the 
expected present value of the returns of 
putting the land to its best use. The benefits 
of stream channelization result from the 
fact that land values increase as more valu-
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able uses become possible. Drainage of a 
swamp allows it to be used for agricultural 
purposes; reducing the probability of periodic 
flooding allows it to be put into higher valued 
crops or developed for housing or industry. 

Channelizing a stream usually has effects 
o i;her than lowering the probability of :floods 
on adjacent land or draining that land. 
These effects are called "externalities" be· 
t i use they are typically not taken into ac
( .mnt by an individual landowner or loca.1 
decision-maker. Externalities of stream chan
nelization include downstream effects, effects 
on other uses of the river, and effects on 
later generations. 

A common downstream effect results from 
the increased velocity of water fl.ow that is 
normally associated with channelization 
measures. The flood peak downstream may 
be increased by an upstream project, result
ing in a demand for more flood control proj
ects downstream. Since sediment in water is 
transported farther as velocity increases, 
sediment is collected in downstream lakes 
and basins. Another serious downstream 
effect is the collection of nonbiodegradable 
materials in lakes below. When streams :flow 
slowly. such materials tend to settle a.long 
the stream. But when the stream is chan
nelized, the increased velocity carries non
biodegradable materials along with sedi
ment to a resting place such as a downstream 
lake. 

The effects of stream channelization on 
other users are readily apparent. Adjacent 
landowners are not the only people affected 
by the modification of a. stream. Fishermen, 
hunters, and birdwatchers all have some
thing at stake 1n the stream's ecology. Their 
interests are also more difficult to measure. 
Unlike the interests of those who buy the 
product of adjacent land-whether it be 
crops or housing-recreational and esthetic 
uses are not always reflected in market 
prices. A wealth-maximizing landowner can 
be expected to consider the interests of his 
customers, but he has no incentive to take 
into account the interests of nature buffs. 

These and other effects of channelization 
can be severe. Streams may be rendered 
essentially sterile, since plants and fish can
not survive in a concrete runway which is 
characterized by rapid flow, temperature 
extremes, lack of food and shelter, and other 
unfavorable conditions. The effects on wild
life can also be substantial. Channelization 
typically entails removal of vegetation from 
the immediate channel; sometimes, especial
ly in drainage projects, the adjacent land is 
also cleared. The vegetation that is destroyed 
provides food and shelter to wildlife. When 
new vegetation (i.e., crops) is substituted, 
different species of wildlife will repopulate 
the area. In view of the adverse effects of 
stream channelization on the natural en
vironment, it is not surprising that the op
position to channelization comes primarily 
from the outdoor constituency: the Audu
bon Society, the Sierra Club, the National 
Rifle Association, and state fish and game 
departments. 

The irreversible character of much stream 
channelization is the clue to its effects on 
future generations. Channel modification 
may alter the ecology of a region permanent
ly, foreclosing future generations from enjoy
ment of the unspoiled past. The opportunity 
cost of the change is the availability of the 
original ecology; the opportunity cost of not 
modifying the ecology, on the other hand, 
is the benefits derived from the modification. 

The emphasis on externalities has a lesson 
for social policy. Confidence in the ability 
of the landowner to reflect accurately in his 
decisions the interests of his customers and 
suppliers as well as his own ls not misplaced. 
When other interests are affected by hts 
decisions-affected In a way that ts not re-

fleeted through markets-we cannot be con
fident that those interests will be taken 
into account. U the externalities are posi
tive, the landowner will typically underpro
duce; if the externalities are negative, the 
landowner will typically overproduce. In the 
case of stream channelization, the externali
ties are almost always negative. Hence, if 
landowners are left to their own devices, they 
will tend to provide more channel modifica
tion than is socially desirable because they 
have left out of their calculations the nega
tive effects on the environment. 

In situations in which market forces do 
not reflect externalities, an appropriate role 
for government is to represent those interests 
which have been hurt and to reduce the 
amount of channelization from what other
wise would have occurred. Unfortunately, fed
eral government policy in the United States 
works in precisely the opposite direction. In
stead of taxing channelization measures, 
which would cause local decision-makers to 
focus on the negative impacts of their works, 
the federal government heavily subsidizes 
channelization so that local som·ces need pa.y 
only a minor part of the cost. In this way the 
government encourages a greater amount of 
channelization than would be undertaken 
by the landowners on their own, rather than 
less, which would be appropriate. 

It is not surprising, given the high trans
action costs of obtaining agreement between 
a large number of landowners and the prob
lem of benefits accruing to the "free rider" 
who does not contribute his share, that 
landowners seek the aid of state and federal 
governments in carrying out channelization 
projects. But the result of federal subsidy 
is an inefficient transfer of income from fed
eral taxpayers 1n general to the beneficiaries 
of stream channelization measures. The 
transfer is likely to be inefficient because 
the beneficiaries would prefer a similar 
amount in cash, while the burden on the 
taxpayers is the same whether the payment 
takes the form of a cash distribution or a 
stream channelization project. 

A more appropriate role for the federal 
government would be that of regulating the 
stream channelization projects of private 
groups or localities in order to insure that 
external effects on others, especially those 
outside a local jurisdiction, are taken into 
account. Thus the Natural Resources De
fense Council has suggested that stream 
channelization projects are subject to the 
recently rediscovered Rivers and Harbors 
Act of 1899. The Act prohibits the dumping, 
without first getting the permission of the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, of "a.ny refuse 
into any navigable water from which the 
same shall float or be washed into such 
navigable water." The Council claims that 
few if any waters of the United States fall 
outside the jurisdiction of the Act, and that 
the typical byproducts of stream channel
ization, such as sediment and fill, fall with
in the broad confines of "refuse." If accepted, 
this approach would require the Corps of 
Engineers to participate in every stream 
channelization project in order to protect 
downstream interests against the external 
effects of the project. 

There is little that can be said a priori 
about the merits of individual stream chan
nelization projects other than the general
ization that federal subsidy will result in 
many ill-conceived projects. On the other 
hand, it seems clear that some of the proj
ects have merit. Almost any use of land 
other than leaving it in its natural state 
requires some alteration of the normal flow 
of surface water. But the complex interac
tions suggested by the term "ecology" neces
sitate more care ~ the alteration of water 
:flow than has been normal in the past. 

There is no convincing argument in favor 
of federal subsidy of stream channelization 

projects. Flood prevention and provision or 
drainage do involve important interests of 
a. type that may merit governmental as ist
ance, but local governmental measures would 
normally suffice. Riparian landowners are 
the principal beneficiaries of such measures 
and local soil conservation districts are the 
appropriate unit to undertake construction 
and financing. If the local district is unwill
ing, absent federal assistance, to finance the 
project completely, that ls strong evidence 
that the project is uneconomic and should 
not be built. Federal intervention is appro
priate only if the beneficial effects of tl-e 
project go beyond the jurisdiction that is 
building it. In the typical case only the dele
terious externalities-e.g .. adverse effects ou 
fish, wildlife, downstream users, and unborn 
generations-go beyond the borders of the 
local conservation district. In such cases the 
federal government, representing the other
wise unrepresented, should restrict rather 
than encourage construction. 

Stream channelization measures also re
distribute income within the community, 
but they are a very clumsy tool for that 
purpose. The major beneficiaries are riparian 
landowners, a group which ts a very poor 
proxy for any conceivable group deserving 
of governmental subsidy. They are neither 
poor nor rich, black nor white, Democrat 
nor Republican, but merely a random selec
tion of citizens who have no special claim 
on the United States Treasury simply be
cause they have chosen to bu:v laud or live 
next to flowing water. · 

ACCELERATING THE COMMERCIAL 
DEVELOPMENT OF DOMESTIC 
SOLAR HEATING AND COOLING 
SYSTEMS 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, on June 
19, the House passed and sent to the 
Senate H.R. 6860, the Energy Conserva
tion and Conversion Act of 1975. Section 
232 of that measure would permit a tax 
credit for the installation of solar heat
ing and cooling equipment in a private 
residence. According to the House passed 
formula, the credit would amount to 25 
percent on the first $8,000 or a maximum 
allowable credit of $2,000. 

The bill is currently pending in the 
Senate Finance Committee and, when it 
comes to the floor, I intend to introduce 
an amendment that would modify the 
solar installation tax credit figures. Un
der ~he terms of my amendment, the 
maxunum allowable credit would be re
vised t~ 40 percent of the first $8,000 or 
a max1mwn of $3,200. I am pleased to 
announce that my distinguished col
leagues, Senator HUMPHREY and Senator 
TuNNEY have joined me as intended co
sponsors of this measure. 

Over the past 4 years, congressional 
interest in the development of solar en
ergy has increased significantly. Since 
1971, funding levels have risen from just 
over $1 million to an estimated $144 
million for fiscal 1976. Congress has 
passed the Solar Heating and Cooling 
Demonstration Act of 1974 to promote 
the timely application of solar technol
ogy. The Energy Research and Develop
ment Administration is at work on a 
program designed to have as many as 
2,000 residential and 400 commercial 
buildings heated and cooled by the Sun 
by 1979. 
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Despite these :fine plans, I am con

cerned by what would appear to be a 
lack of effective follow-up in establish
ing solar energy as a major energy com
ponent. To illustrate, I requested the 
Library of Congress to prepare a report 
on the current cost and distribution of 
solar installation in the United States. 
The results were very disconcerting. Ac
cording to the Library :figures, the cost 
of a solar heating/hot water system for 
a new house can vary from $3,000 to 
$10,000. It is therefore, not surprising 
that the report concludes there may be 
only some 100 solar hc::ses and buildings 
currently operational or in the design 
stage in this country. Because many solar 
heating projects are independently initi
ated, the Library listing cannot be com
prehensive. Yet, there is evidently a dis
turbing gap between the plans for solar 
energy and the state of its development. 

Whatever the actual numbers, it would 
seem that the restraints to the develop
ment of solar energy outweigh the in
centives, to the ultimate disadvantage of 
the energy user and to the detriment of 
our total energy requirements. 

In regard to these constraints, a March 
1975 report of the Energy Research and 
Development Administration listed sev
eral, including the high 1nt1al cost of 
solar operating systems and public ac
ceptance of solar power as a reliable en
ergy source for the heating and cooling 
of buildings. Frank Zarb. Administra
tor of the Federal Energy Administra
tion has observed: 

The chief barrier to wider use of solar 
heating and cooling ls neither a shortage ot 
Federal research dollars, nor a lack ot tech
nology; it's a llm1tat1on ot demand in the 
marketplace. 

If we are to overcome these problems, 
we would be wise to heed the observa
tions of the Stanford Research Institute. 
In a recent study they mentioned the 
benefits that could devolve from sub
stantial Federal and local government 
efforts to overcome these nontechnol
ogy restraints. Those efforts, according 
to the report, might include special de
preciation policies, loan and interest in
centives, and tax relief. 

It seems to me that we must do more 
1f we are to keep our pledge to encourage 
the growth of solar power. I would, 
therefore, urge my colleagues to join 
Senators HU?rr!PHREY and TUNNEY in ac
tively supporting my solar tax credit 
amendment. What we are asking is not 
some special benefit for a particular en
ergy industry. The oil companies have 
had their depreciation allowance and, 1f 
the White House has its way, they will 
have still higher profits. But, if this tax 
credit amendment benefits anyone. it 
will be the consumers. It promises to 
help give them more freedom of choice 
as they shop the energy market. 

I ask unanimous consent that the re
port from the Library of Congress to
gether with supporting tables be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

COST AND DISTRIBUTION OI' SoLAJ1 INSTALLA
TIONS IN Tlll: UNt.TED STATES 

COS'l' OF SOL.AR INS'.a.LLATIONS roa HOMES. 

Solar hardware is commercially available 
which will (a) provide a substantial portion 
of a home or building's hot water; (b) pro
vide a portion of a home or b-ullding's heat; 
and (c) provide both hot water and heat. 

Water heaters 
Solar water heaters are the simplest, low

est cost and most widely used of all solar 
technology. As with other solar hardware, 
the cost of solar water hea-.ters depends upon 
their capacity, the materials used in their 
construction, the quality of their controls, 
etc. The Japanese, for example, market a very 
low cost system that has a black plastic bag 
as the collector element. In this country, a 
solar water heater with a copper-backed col
lector, back-up heating element, storage 
tank. and all the necessary controls and 
plumbing costs $1200 or more installed. Sev
eral types of solar water heaters are marketed 
at this time, but the mcst popular is prob
ably the copper-backed collector with one 
glass cover. Such a system costs about $600. 
Installation, of course, is extra and thls cost 
varies widely depending upon the building 
and local labor charges. On the average, how
ever, a system capable of supplying from 75 
to 90 percent of the hot water needs of a 
family of four will cost about 1000 installed.. 

Space heating systems 
Since solar space heating systems typically 

include provisions !or hot water, in this anal
ysis it will be assumed that solar heating 
system Includes hot water. 

The cost of solar heating systems is diffi
cult to estimate at this time due to the lim
ited commercial experience with installation. 
There are probably fewer than 100 solar 
heated homes in use today. Most of these are 
custom bullt and ma.ny are experimental. 
Cost depends upon the level of solar depend
ency expected, the quality of the materials 
used, the type of system selected,• whether 
the system is Installed 1n a new or a.n ex
isting structure, the thermal requirements at 
the building and other factors. 

The estimated cost of a solar heating/hot 
water system for a new house ot about 2000 
square feet in the Washington. D.C. area 
ranges from $3,300 (low estimate of the U.S. 
Solar Corporation of Hyattsville, Maryland) 
to $10,000 (high estimate of Sheldon Butt, 
president of the Solar Energy Industries As· 
sociatlon). Everett Barber of the Gullford, 
Connecticut firm Sunworks, Ind. is quoted 
1n the March 1975 issue of Popular Science 
as saying that the cost of solar heating sys
tems will "probably be between 2~ and 3 
times that of a conventional oil-fired hot-air 
system. For a $40.000 house, a heating instal
lation will probably cost about $4,000 or 
$6,000 more with solar energy". In the August 
14, 1975 Dallas Morning News It was reported 
that Raymond Fields ot the ERDA solar en
ergy division estimated it costs $3,000 to 
$8,000 to put solar heating and cooling into 
an average home. Based on these and other 

•Solar heating systems are either passive 
or active. Passive systems have no moving 
fiuids; their operation 1s based on the high 
heat capacity of water held 1n steel drums 
or in heavy-duty plastic bags. Active systems 
can be either open or closed. In open systems 
water travels through grooves or slots over a 
blackened metal surface. The water is "open" 
to the outside air and subject to various 
thermal losses. In closed systems the water 
(or air) travels through copper, aluminum 
or glass tubes which greatly minimizes ther
mal losses. At this time industry seems to 
prefer the closed system commonly called a 
fl.at plate collector. 

very rough estimates. it appears that a home
owner in this area might expect to pay a.bout 
$6,000 for a solar heating/hot water system 
capable of meeting from 50 to 70 percent of 
the heat load and almost all of the hot water 
load of a 2,000 square foot house. 

NU?.IBER AND DISTRIBUTION OF SOLAR HOMES 
AND BU'll.DINGS 

The exact number of solar homes and 
buildings in operation today is not known. 
This ls because many solar homes have been 
designed and built by the owner and their 
existence may not be widely known. Also, 
while some structures may meet a fraction ot 
their thermal energy needs with solar hard
ware, it 1s unclear what part of the total 
energy requirement must be met by solar be
fore the structure is considered a solar home". 

A fairly comprehensive survey of solar 
heated and cooled buildings was conducted 
by the Building Research Advisory Board of 
the National Academy of Sciences under con
tract to the National Science Foundation in 
November 1974. Seventy-one solar heated or 
partially solar heated structures that were 
once operational, were operational at that 
time, or were expected to be operational very 
soon were identified. Since the Board's sur
vey was conducted the number of solar struc
tures built or planned has undoubtedly In
creased. Considering the current enthusiasm 
!or solar energy, it would not be unreasonable 
to assume that at this time at least 100 solar 
houses and buildings are either operational 
or in design stage. 

The following table is based on the Bulld.
ing Research Advisory survey. It identifies 
the number of solar structures (dwellings 
and bulldings) either no longer operational, 
operational, or in the construction/planning 
stage in five geographic regions as of Novem
ber 1974. 

DISTRIBUTION OF SOLAR STRUCTURES 

Northeast 
Massachusetts 

No longer operational-4 dwell1ngs. 
Operatlonal-1 dwelling, 1 building. 
Construction or planned-I building. 

Delaware 
No longer operational-1 dwelling. 
Operational-! dwelling. 

New Jersey 
No longer operational-I dwelling. 

Maryland 
Operational-3 dwellings, 1 building. 
Construction or planned-I dwelling. 

District of COiumbia 
Operational-1 dwelling. 

Connecticut 
construction or planned-2 dwell1ngs. 

Pennsylvania 
Construction or planned-1 dwelling, 1 

building. 
Rhode Island 

Construction or planned- 1 bullding. 
New Hampshire 

Construction or planned-1 dwelling, 1 ~ 
building. 

Vermont 
Construction or planned-1 building. 

New York 
Construction or pla.nned-2 buildings. 
Total: 
No longer operatlonal-6 dwellings. 
Opera.tlonal-6 dwelllngs, 2 buildings. \ 
Construction or planned-5 dwellings. ·\ 

7 buildings. :~ 
South. 

Florida 
Operational-1 dwelling. 
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Virginia 

Opera.tional-1 building. 
Construction or pla.nned-3 buildings. 

Alabama. 
Operational-1 dwelling. 

Georgia. 
Construction or planned-2 buildings. 
Total: 
Opera.tional-2 dwellings, 1 building. 
Construction or planned-5 buildings. 

Southwest 
New Mexico 

No longer operational-1dwelling,1 build
ing. 

Opera.tlonal-3 dwellings. 
Construction or planned-1 building. 

Arizona 
No longer operational-2 dwellings. 
Construction or planned-1 dwelling. 

Colorado 
No longer operational-1 dwelling. 
Opera.tlonal-5 dwellings. 
Construction or planned-2 dwellings, 2 

buildings. 
California 

Operational-1 dwelling. 
Construction or planned-3 bulldlngs. 

Nevada 
Operational-1 dwelling. 
Construction or planned-1 building. 
Total: 
No longer operatlonal--4 dwellings, 1 

building. 
Operationa.1-10 dwellings. 
Construction or planned-3 dwellings, 7 

buildings. 
Northwest 

Oregon 
Operationa.1-1 dwelling. 
Total: Opera.tional-1 dwelling. 

Midwest 
West Virginia. 

No longer operatlonal-1 dwelling. 
Construction or planned-1 dwelling. 

Minnesota 
Operational-2 dwellings, 1 building. 
Construction or planned-1 dwelling. 

Ohio 
Operational-2 dwellings. 

Michigan 
Construction or planned-1 building. 

Illinois 
Construction or planned-1 dwelling, 1 

building. 
Tota.I: 
No longer operational-1 dwelling. 
Opera.tiona.1--4 dwellings, 1 bullding. 
Construction or planned- 3 dwellings, 2 

buildings. 

THE FIRST PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, as our Na
tion's Bicentennial approaches it is im
portant that we reflect not only on the 
sacrifices of our forebears in the Revolu
tionary War but also that we remind 
ourselves of the most significant devel
opment of the period of Nation-building 
which began nearly 200 years ago. That 
development was the invention of the 
Federal union idea-an idea which since 
has been adopted by many of the world's 
democracies, most recently that of the 
Federal Republic of Germany. 

This piece of history comes to mind 

as a result of the scholarship of Charles 
Havlena of Cedar Rapids, Iowa, who has 
sent me an article of his published in 
the magazine of the Daughters of the 
American Revolution back in August
September of 1962. In that article he 
points out that there were 14 men who 
held title "President of the United States 
in Congress Assembled" preceding the 
election of George Washington, but the 
office they held had no authority over 
the Thirteen States and was merely that 
of a presiding officer in the Continental 
Congress. 

One is prompted to wonder what would 
have happened if a Federal Union had 
not been formed and if the States had 
attempted to function together without 
a President elected by all the States to 
head a central government with power 
to control interstate and foreign com
merce and enforce the Constitution 
through a judicial branch. 

But for the Federal Constitution 
adopted in 1788 we might be citing Pey
ton Randolph as our first President. More 
probably, however. we would be speaking 
of a nation that no longer existed. 

Because of its interest in this period 
of Bicentennial preparation I ask unani
mous consent to have printed in the REC
ORD the text of Mr. Havlena's article. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From D.A.R. magazine, August-September 

1962] 
THE FIRST PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES 

(By Charles Havlena) 
PRESIDENTS OF CONTINENTAL CONGRESS FROM 

1774-88 1 AND DATE ELECTED 

Peyton Randolph (Virginia), Sept. 5, 1774. 
Henry Middleton (South Carolina), Octo

ber 22, 1774. 
Peyton Randolph (Virginia), May 10, 1775. 
John Hancock (Massachusetts), May 24, 

1775. 
Henry Laurens (South Carolina), Novem

ber 1, 1777. 
John Jay (New York), December 10, 1778. 
Samuel Huntington (Connecticut), Sep

tember 28, 1779. 
Thomas McKean (Delaware), July 10, 1781. 
John Hanson (Maryland), November 5, 

1781. 
Elias Boudinot (New Jersey), November 4, 

1782. 
Thomas Miffiin (Georgia), November 3, 

1783. 
Richard Henry Lee (Virginia), November 

30, 1784. 
John Hancock (Massachusetts), November 

23, 1785. 
Nathaniel Gorham (Massachusetts), June 

6, 1786. 
Arthur St. Clair (Pennsylvania), February 

2, 1787. 
Cyrus Griffin (Virginia), January 22, 1788. 
Concerning the assembling of the Con

gress of the Colonies, known as the Con
tinental Congress, the United States in Con
gress Assembled, interesting references, 
sometimes incomplete, appear relative to the 

185th Congress, House Document No. 442, 
Biographical Directory of the American Con
gress, 1774-1961. The Continental Congress, 
September 5, 1774-0ctober 21, 1788, a.nd The 
Congress of the United States, from the 1st 
Congress to the 86th Congress, March 4, 1789, 
to January 3, 1961, inclusive. U.S. Govern
ment Printing Office. 

President of the Congress-his duties and 
term of office. 

School texts rarely give the complete story 
when referring to a President of the United 
States in Congress Assembled. The interest
ing distinction may be found through care
ful research among official Journals of the 
Continental Congress, as well as authen
ticated writings of eminent historians cov
ering the critical years 1774-88. 

During 1774-88, before Gen. George Wash
ington was inaugurated as the first Presi
dent of the United States of America, the 
honored office of President or Chairman of 
the Congress was, by vote of the delegates 
from the 13 States compri~ing it, conferred 
upon 14 patriots. These patriots, while serv
ing their term as President, were also, at the 
same time, State delegates to the Congress. 

The President of the Congress was ap
pointed, following a vote among the delegates 
to the Congress, according to Article IX of 
the Articles of Confederation, which states 
"the United States in Congress Assembled 
shall have authority to appoint one of their 
number to preside, provided that no person 
shall be allowed to serve in the office of presi
dent more than one year in a.ny term of three 
years." 

The President of the Continental Congress 
could vote, but he could not cast a. deciding 
vote in case of a tie. He could serve on a. com
mittee, but could not appoint a committee. 
He could engage in debates. His only salary 
was that derived from the State he repre
sented in the Congress as a delegate. An al
lowance was granted to him by the Congress 
for maintenance of his household. 

Although presidency of the Congress 
brought a certain prestige to the State from 
which the incumbent President was also a. 
delegate, no more power was vested in the 
President of Congress by the Congress than 
in any other delegate to it. As President or 
Chairman of the Congress, he, of course, was 
subject to close supervision of that body. At 
the instance and request of the Congress, he 
received and entertained, officially, represent
atives of other governments, signed docu
ments as witness to acts of Congress, and 
wrote letters on their behalf. When he was ~ 
absent from the Congress, a temporary Chair
man was appointed to act in his stead. 

The Articles of Confederation made no pro
vision for separation of legislative, executive, 
and judicial powers, as provided in the Con
s"".itution of 1787, specifically, Article II, sec
tion 1, of the Constitution, which states "The 
Executive power shall be vested in a Presi
dent of the United States of America'', who 
derives his power from the same source that 
Congress derives its power, namely, the Con
stitution and the people. Under the Articles 
of Confederation, Article IX, the presiding 
officer of the Continental Congress, other
wise known as "the President of the United 
States in Congress Assembled", was President 
or Chairman of that body only, and not Presi
dent of the 13 States of the then United 
States. No executive power was vested in him. 
Verifiable records show distinctly that no 
such offices as "President of the United 
States" existed until it was created by the 
Federal Constitution framed in 1787 and 
adopted in 1788. 

In retrospect, however, each in the honor 
a.nd dignity of his term of office as presiding 
officer, the 14 Presidents of the Congress gave, 
as did the other delegates, their best efforts, 
with those of Gen. George Washington a.nd 
his valiant troops, toward the welfare of their 
country and to the advantage of posterity. 
Their selfless patriotic virtues we esteem 
highly as we commemorate, from year to year, 
the anniversary of the birth of immortal 
George Washington, the first President of the 
United States of America. 

The significant date, February 22, betokens 
our deep feeling of gratitude to the first 
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President of the United States, Gen. George 
Washington, kindled in all loyal citizens and 
shown by their love of unlettered freedom 
under the law a.nd abhorrence of brute force 
and tyranny. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, D.C., April 11, 1962. 

DEAR MR. RAVLENA: I have your letter of 
:r !arch 29, 1962, making further reference to 
t.he Department's press release of May 9, 
1932, entitled "The First President of the 
United States." 

You are correct in your mention o! Article 
IX of the Articles of Con!edera.tion and in 
your understanding that the presiding officer 
of the Continental Congress, otherwise 
known as the President of "the United States 
in Congress assembled," was president or 
chairman of that body only, and not Presi
dent of the thirteen State of the then 
United States. 

The otfice of President of the United States 
did not exist under the Continental Con
gress and the Articles of Confederation. In
stead. it was created by the words of Article 
II, section 1 of the-Constitution: "The execu
tive Power shall be vested 1n a President of 
the United States of America." Both in fa.ct 
and in law George Washington was the first 
President of the United States. 

The Department will consider your sug
gestion of a. new press release on this subject 
and, 1! adopted, will send you a. copy. 

Sincerely yours,. 
G. BERNARD NOBLE, 

Director, Historical Office Bureau of 
Public Affairs. 

April 30, 1962: Permission to reproduce 
above text granted in letter ot- April 27, 1962, 
"P/HO"-from the Department of State to 
Charles Havlena;. 

REFERENCES CONSULTED 
Journals of the American Congress. 1774:-

89, 34 vols. 
The Presidency of the Continental Con

gress, by Dr. Jennings B. Sanders, 1929. 
Who Was the First President of the United 

States? by Dr. E. C. Burnett, Carnegie Insti
tution of Washington, D.C .• 1932. 

The Critical Period of American History, 
by J'ohn Fiske, 1888. 

NoTE.-These books are out o! print. How .. 
ever, available at the National Archives, Li
brary of Congress. 

HUMAN TRAGEDY ON CYPRUS 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, press 
reports over the past several days have 
served to remind us once again of the 
continuing human tragedy on Cyprus. 
They underscore again how tragically 
little has changed for the beleaguered 
people of the island since Turkey's inva
sion and occupation of Cyprus 1 year ago. 

Over 200,000 people-a third of the 
population-remain in need of humani
tarian assistance as refugees, as people 
in distress, or as families torn apart by 
the effects of war and partition. 

This past weekend, both the Washing
ton Post and the New York Times carried 
dispatches from correspondents in the 
field documenting once again that the 
Turkish invasion has turned the island 
into shambles. In human terms, it has 
meant personal tragedy to thousands of 
families, both Greek and Turkish Cyp
riots. In economic terms, it has shat
tered the island's flourishing economy, 
which continues to deteriorate. And in 
political terms it has violated the integ-
rity of an independent, sovereign state. 

In too many quarters-including our 
o•vn Government-the human dimen-

sions of the Cyprus crisis, and the con
tinuing plight of the people, has taken 
second place to the political ana military 
issues at stake. The recent press reports 
from Cyprus remind us, however, that 
the people of Cyprus, especially the ref
ugees, also have interests. For them, re
cent developments have simply prolonged 
their tragedy. 

I strongly believe that the United 
States should not resume regular military 
shipments to Turkey unless progress is 
made simultaneously toward resolving 
the plight of 200,000 Greek refugees on 
Cyprus. This humanitarian crisis, created 
by the Turkish invasion last year, was
and remains-the fundamental cause 
which led to the arms ban by Congress. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con· 
sent that a series of articles on Cyprus, 
which appeared in the Washington Post 
and the New York Times, be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Washington Post} 
GREEK CYPRIOTS GLUM-REFUGEES LOOlt 

FOR LIGHTS IN OLD HOMES 
(By Dusko Doder) 

LARNACA, CYPRus.-Every evening Spiro 
Illia., a displaced Greek Cypriot, takes a walk 
along a dirt road &t the- edge of the Akhna. 
Forest refugee camp to gaze at his native vil
lage of Akhna a couple of hundred feet in
side the Turkish-controlled area. 

"We keep checking to see if the Turks are 
beginning to move into the village," he said. 
"They haven't done it so far. I know that 
because at night I can see lights in only one 
house. That house was taken over by Turkish 
soldiers." 

lllia, 35, has a house and 70 acres of fertile 
farmland in Akhna village. He rema1.n& in the 
camp, about 15 miles northeast of here, be
cause of persistent hopes that the Turks will 
rellnqu!sb. at least parts of the territory they 
conquered by force 14 months ago. 

Thousands of Greek Cypriots passed 
through the ca.mp when they fled from the 
invading Turkish army. But only about 900 
remain at Akhna Forest, on the grounds of 
the British sovereign base at Dhakella. All of 
the remalning camp inhabitants are from vn .. 
lages that can be seen from the first road on 
the perimeter of the camp. 

The Akhna Forest camp has no electricity 
or running water and seems hardly acceptable 
as a human habitation. 

In contrast to dire predictions that eco
nomic ruin would follow the Turkish oc
cupation of roughly 40 per cent of Cyprus, 
the Greek Cypriot community has been re
markably successful in absorbing, at least 
temporarily, devastating human and eco
nomic dislocations ca.used by the displace
ment. Nearly a third of the 520,000 Greek 
Cypriots who lived in the northern part of 
the island had their homes and businesses 
taken over by the Turks last summer. 

Of about 180,000 refugees, some 14,000 still 
remain in tent camps.. Other have moved into 
Turkish houses abandoned by their previous 
residents, who have moved northward and 
still others have moved in with friends and 
relatives. More than 2,000 are reported to have 
gone to Australia, Canada and other places 
to make a new start. 

The plight of the tentdwellers ts still the 
most acute human and political problem. 
"They are all waiting to go home," said 
Ekatarini Papandreau, supervisor in the 
kitchen of a government-rtm camp in Lar
naca. "That 1s the only thing that keeps 
them going." 

Mrs. Papandreau, who returned last month 
after three years in the United States, where 
she studied home economics and nutrition at 
the University of Alabama, said that only a 
few men in the ca.mp have managed to get 
jobs. 

There ls an atmosphere in the camps of 
general resentment toward the Americans, 
who are blamed for not preventing the 
Turkish invasion. There is also a. sense of 
disappointment with the leaders of the 
Greek community for failure to reach a po
litical settlement with the Turks that would 
allow the refugees to return to their homes. 

The men hang around makeshift cafes run 
by refugees. The women sit in the shade of 
their tents, doing embroidery. Although re
sources are meager, the tents are immaculate 
and the inhabitants are well-dressed, and 
seem to have maintained their self-respect. 

Yet 14 months of uncertainty and repeated 
failures in the talks between Greek and 
Turkish community leaders have left their 
imprint. 

"Each time there are talks we keep hoping/' 
said Spiro Dlia. "You could say that we live 
from one event to the next, hoping." Illia ls 
disenchanted with the- hal'.dline approach of 
President Makarios and. prefers the mcu:e 
..realistic" approach oC Gla!kos Clerides, the 
Greek Cypriot negotiator and rival of 
Makarios. 

"I trust Clerides more than I do Makarios. 
Clerides Is realistic and always tells the 
truth," he said. 

"I don't. believe tn either Cletides or 
Makarios," said Georgios Nicolas, 28, also of 
Akhna. "Seems to me everybody ls making 
fun o! us:• 

Before the invasion, Illla used to grow 
fruit and vegetables and sell them in Fam
agusta, a port city 10 miles east of Akhna. 
He, his wife and their two children fled, 
losing all their belongings. 

Nicolas was somewhat more fortunate. He 
escaped with his wife and their two small 
children and also managed to take along his 
flock of sheep. Now Nicolas sells milk a ... d 
meat. 

As the fierce late September sun beats 
down on this Mediterranean island, the men 
sit in a makeshift cafe, drinking thick 
Turkish coffee, playing cards, reading news
papers and listening to the news on a small 
transistor radio. 

"I want to work, but there is no work," 
said Illia. "So we sit here all day long wait
ing, playing cards." 

Several hundreds of those who grew tired 
of waiting have returned to their homes in 
the Turkish area under an agreement reached. 
in the intercommuna1 talks two months ago. 

Last week one such group of 61 was given 
a tearful sendotr in Nicosia as if they were 
leaving for a distant land, instead of the 
Carpas area about 50 miles northeast of the 
capital. 

Among them was Costakis Panagides, a 
36-year-old teacher, his wife Marula and 
their two children. "Only 10 days before the 
invasion I finish d my house," Panagides 
said. The family wants to return to Yallusa, 
a village o! 2,000 situated on the northern 
coast of the Cyprus panhandle. 

"We don't know what ls going to happen 
when we get there," he said, but the desire 
to return to thelr own home despite an un
certain future ls strong. Besides Panagides 
said, "the Greek children o! Yallusa. need 
thelr teacher." 

Other refugees insist that all of them must 
be allowed to return to their homes before 
peace can be established on the island. As 
Spiro Baburis, 40, said: "We wm have to be 
patient and wait. If we are not allowed to go 
back we w1ll eventually fight the Turks and 
recover our land and homes. We will never 
give up." 

The Greek Cypriots have managed to ab
sorb the impact o! the disloca tlons it: part 
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because o! the Datriarchal nature o! their 
society and close family ties. Yet economic 
losses have been massive and business was 
poor this. yea.r. 

The government has sought to reactivate 
the economy in the Greek area through a 
s::ries o! measures. including tax incentives 
t o stimula..te savings a.nd investments. But 
the Turkish-occupied area includes the Is
land's most developed and productive regions 
which supplied roughly 70 per cent of Cyp
rus's gross national product. 

Moreover, the main tourist areas-Kyrenia 
a:1d Famagusta-are in Turkish hands. 

"I am getting poorer every day no ma.tter 
how hard I work," said Berge Tilbian, a. 
wealthy real estate developer of Aremnian 
back ground who estimates that he has lost 
$8 millio::i in fixed capital assets in the North, 
including his home in Kyrenia. "Banks con
tinue to charge interest on my loans." 

But Tllbian believes that "we could re
build this island and rebuild it better" if 
Cyprus remains an economic unit. "We have 
to work out some sort of partnership with 
the T'UrK5, there is no other way. Physi
cally, we are like the Siamese twins. We have 
to do many things in tandem." 

[Fram the Washington Post, Sept. 28, 1975J 
AluLY SlimLDS TuBKS "LlTING OFF FAT" IN 

NORTHERN CYPatIS 
(By Dusko Doder) 

NICosu.-A special air of unreality hangs 
over the Turkish part of Cyprus. Banner 
headlines are proclaiming the intention of 
the Turkish Cypriot leaders t<> declare inde
pendence. Yet, some politicians oppose the 
idea, at least for the time being, and are 
making thelr views known. 

Radio propaganda makes it sound as 1! a 
meaningful polltical debate is under way. But 
eveTYone here knows that Turkish Cypriots 
have little influence on poiitlcal develop
ments here and that the Turkish army rules 
northern Cyprus with a firm hand. 

In 14 months since the Turks invaded the 
island, the. north has been drawing closer to 
Turkey. Symbolically. the north is an "Turk
Jsh Time,'~ an hour a.head of the Greek 
Cypriot area; the red Turkish fiag with gold 
crescent 1s seen everywhere; and busts of 
Kemal Ata.turk, the founder of modern 
Turkey, now adorn virtually every square and 
public building in the region. 

Economic links to Turkey. which appear to 
foreshadow lengthy mainland domination, 
include the increasing use of Turkish cur
rency, the meshing of the banking systems. 
Turkey's control over the Turkish Cypriots' 
foreign exchange dealings and subsidies from 
the matnta.nd of an estimated 80 per cent of 
the region's budget. 

Stringent controls exercised by the Turkish 
military, which does not even pretend to be 
accountable to the Turkish Cypriot adminis
tration of Rau! Denktash, a.re raising doubts 
about the Turkish army's readiness to relin
quish any portion of the two-firths of Cyprus 
it occupied in the summer of 1974. 

In the months immediately after the in
vasion, Western visitors had easy access to 
the- Turkish-controlled areas. The Turkish 
army has since severely curbed access to the 
territory and visitors are permitted to travel 
only with an escort and after their itiner
ary had been approved by mllitary security 
officers. 

Under such conditions, conversations with 
Turkish Cypriots yield little hard informa
tion. Only part of my itinerary was approved 
by the military authorities and, ln addition 
to a public information office escort, a. police 
inspector was present during all conversa
tions, including a talk with the chief district 
officer of the Western region. 

The federated state. which Turkish Cyp
riots proclaimed in February, has become a 
social and polltical reality, albeit entirely de
pendent on Turkey's ecnomic and military 
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support. There ls some evidence of progress 
toward recovery in this once-flourishing area 
that was damaged during the war and then 
dep4>pulated by the :flight to the south of 
more than 100,000 Greek Cypriots. 

Yet, oft'l.clal Turk1Sh claims about economic 
well-being seem exaggerated. Only an hour 
after Turkish Cypriot spokesmen said that 
there is no unemployment in the Turkish 
area and that no mainland Turks are im
ported into the region, two hitchhikers pro
vided evidence to the contrary. 

One of them, Mehmed Ali, who arrived 
from Paphos, in south Cyprus, only two 
months agO', is still looking for a job. The 
other, Mejid Celik, a native of Turkey, said 
he arrived in Cyprus a few months ago and 
owned a restaurant at Morphou. 

Did Celllc buy the restaurant or at least 
invest some capital into the venture7 Who 
told him to come here? 

"Oh no, r have no- capital to invest," Cellk 
said. "I worked as a waiter in Turkey and 
I heard from a friend that there are bnsl
ness opportunities in Cyprus. I run the 
restaurant with a Cypriot business partner." 

The most difficult problem facing the Tur
kish Cypriots ls a lack of capital and skilled 
labor, although an equally important obstacle 
to economic development ts the psychological 
ett'ect of the forcible transfer of populations 
that has left the question of property owner
ship to await an eventual political settle· 
ment. 

The people "are sick and tired of uncer
tainties," said Mehmed Sofi, chief clvfilan 
administrat r in the Morphou area. Mor
phou, the most important citrus growing area 
of Cyprus, was completely settled only with
in the pa.st two months in what is seen as an 
indication that the Turks may intend to 
consolidate thetr territorial gains along the 
present "Attila Line" that effectively parti
tion the island. 

"The prindp!ll problem is getting used to 
the new- surroundings," Safi. said ln. a. ref"er
ence to difficulties involved in settling the 
largely rurar ethnic Turks rn the towns of 
northern Cyprus. 

"Right after the war some people arrived 
here but they are not able to handle water 
pumps and irrigation facilities. Again this 
year the cltrns groves were not handled 
properly. You understand, people don't want 
to work hard on something that doesn't be
long to them; that's only human." 

Yet, he continued, "things are perking up, 
slowly but steadily. We need more time, 
but compared to nine months ago when we 
first arrived here, we-have come a long way." 

Did they ln.tend to keep Morphou for good? 
"Well, we could move o\11' people out of 

here l! a settlement is reached soon. But if 
there is no settlement within the next two 
years, it will be almost impossible to oust 
them from this region." Soft said. 

Acoording to Police Inspector Aziz Emin, 
the resettlement of Morphou has followed 
the general pattern applied in other parts of 
northern Cyprus. The Turkish settlers were 
moved Into houses vacated by Greeks; those 
Turks who owned shops in the south were 
given shops formerly owned by Greeks; a.nd 
land was distributed for use and cultivation 
without consideration !or its- legal status. 

"Right now the Turks are living off the 
Greek !at," said one diplomat with regular 
access to the Turkish sector. The Turkish 
army has requisitioned milllons of dollars 
worth of goods found in the port of Fama· 
gusta when it was occupied last year. Fama
gusta. was the island's principal port as well 
as the main tourist center. 

.. But what about next year or the year 
after next?" he added. 

The m.U1tarlzed nature of the north has 
kept hotels empty while the la.ck o! skilled 
labor has severely limited citrus exports. 
Tourism and citrus exports were the two 
main sources of !orefgn exchange !or Cyprus 
before the war. 

According to some diplomats, a consider· 
able portion of the Turkish Cypriots now re
sent Turkey's massive military presence. The 
40,000 TUrklsh soldiers living among 110,000 
Turkish-Cypriot clvlllans in northern Cyprus 
are always in evidence. One can hardly drive 
a rew miles without coming across a check
point or seeing Turkish tanks. 

Talking with Turkish Cypriots In the pres• 
ence o! police and government officials, such 
resentment is not evident, however. Indeed, 
there are sentiments that the army should 
take over the entire island. As Azyun Faik, 
a 28-year-old sales representative, put it, 
"The whole of Cyprus belonged to the otto
man Empire. Isn't that correct?" 

[From the N.Y. Times, Sept. 27, 1975] 
CYPRUS WINE TOWN Is FESTIVE No MORE 

(By Steven V. Roberts) 
LIMASSOL, CYPBUS.-For years Llmassol 

staged a wine festival every September, cam· 
plete with dances and contests, heaps of food 
and generous samples of the local grape-. A 
huge wooden figure representing a. vine 
grower that towered over the festival grounds 
bore the legend; "Drink wine for an easy 
life." 

This year there- is no festival ln Lima.ssol 
and the slogan has become a pain!ul mock
ery. "People are not in the spirit, they're not 
in. the mood for that,?' the Mayor. Fotis 
Calak.ide.s, explained_ 

This. pleasant port city has had a. repu
tation for gaiety since Richard the Llon
Hearted married Princess Berenga.ria. o! Na
varre near here in 1191. It was not directly 
in.volve.d in the tlghtlng last year, when 
Turkish troops o.ccupied 40 per cent o! the 
island- But life ha.s changed in countless 
ways. one of which the Mayor mentl-oned: 
the loss o! spirit. The people seem to I>lod 
listlessly through time, barely surviving on 
the thin diet of !ran hopes and !altering 
illusions. 

"Cyprus ls such a small country:• said the 
Mayor, who has an architecture degree from 
Harvard. "'There IS not a single- family tn 
Limassol that doesn't have trouble--a death, 
a refugee, someone who is suffering." 

BRttISH AND TURKS GONE 

Before the coup against President Makarios 
la.st summer that provoked the TurkiSh in
vasion, Llmassol had 65-,000 people, including 
10,000 Turkish Cypriots and 4,000 British 
servicemen stationed at the Akrotlri air base. 
When the fighting started the British were 
evacuated and never returned. All but a 
handful of the ethnic Turks have fled to the 
northern sector, which ls controlled by Turk
ish troops. 

In their place the city has absorbed 40,000 
ethnic Greek refugees. Some live in tent 
camps, but most have found space 1n vacant 
flats, half-finished buildings or the homes of 
relatives. Though they span a. range o! occu
pations and incomes, most seem to share a 
sense of hopelessness-a. feeling tha.t life is 
out of their control. 

Joann.ls Michael, a citrus farmer !rom the 
Morphou district, reads the newspapers, 
walks streets, sips coffee, pla.ys cards a.nd 
waits for the job that never comes. "I worked 
to create my land and property" he said in 
a coffee house crowded with idle men. "Now 
I depend on others to feed me." 

Then there ls the wealthy industrialist, a 
man who started with nothing and rode the 
crest of the pre-invasion prosperdty. "I have 
40 years o! work in Famagusta," he moaned 
recently after several drinks. "I traveled all 
over the world, I stayed in the most famous 
hotels, I was a milllonalre ! Today I'm a. sec
ond-class citizen ln Limassol." 

"Family life as lt used to be known 1n 
Cyprus bas changed," Mayor Colakides ex
plained. "This. 1s a part of the world where 
family ties are very strong, and a family 
of five or six people probably lived 1n their 
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own house, maybe with a garden. Now 
they might live in one small room, all of 
them, and the children a.re bound to look 
for entertainment outside the house. They 
can't stay together as they used to." 

For many months after the fighting life 
st ood still here. Day after day, the refugees 
waited, hoping to go home. Gradually many 
have been forced to look for work, or revive 
their businesses in a new setting-cafes, ship
ping agencies, a few factories with limited 
prcduction. 

Yet Limassol has an unreal air. Just about 
avery ethnic Greek insists that any settle
ment must permit all refugees to return 
h ome; most independent analysts consider 
the Idea totally unrealistic. But as a Greek 
official cautioned, the secret must be kept 
!or the illusion is essential. The alternative 
is so bleak that few can face it squarely, at 
least not yet. 

Some Cpyriotes have simply decided to 
leave, and one of the few remaining social 
events in Limassol ls the going-away party. 
A student who attended one recently for a. 
family ' hat was moving to Nigeria. found the 
scene pathetic. 

"They waited and waited and waited, they 
stayed a whole year and couldn't find any
thing," she said. "Maybe that's why the 
people in the United States cannot under
stand our problem-nothing like this has 
ever happened to them." 

Long-time residents of Limassol have their 
own problems. Their high school, designed 
for 1,000 students, is crammed with three 
times that number. Municipal revenues have 
dropped and plans for improving the town 
waterfront have been shelved. 

A bookseller says his trade is down 40 per 
cent. Auto dealers are trying to re-export 
their stock since there is no market here. A 
big new tourist hotel is closed for lack o! 
business. 

FIERCE COMPETITION FOR JOBS 
The competition for jobs ls fierce, and 

young people just out of school usually lose. 
The wealthy of Limassol have not escaped 

either. Nikos Pattiches, a prominent land
owner, is driving a small Renault instead of a. 
big Mercedes, wearing last year's clothes, 
eating frozen meat, drinking domestic liquor 
and turning off the air-condition1ng. 

Kyriacos Hamboullas lost about $70,000 
worth of canned citrus fruit that was waiting 
at Famagusta when the war broke out. Today 
his canneries are operating at about 30 per 
cent of capacity because most of the orchards 
are in Turkish hands. 

Panikos Harakis, a major land developer, 
catered to Cypriotes living abroad who 
wanted to invest in apartments back home. 
He has cut his prices almost in half but still 
cannot find buyers. 

The government will guarantee loans to 
businesses directly related to the export 
trade, but private banks refuse to take risks 
on their own. "In this unsteady situation," 
Mr. Hara.skis noted, "they have no trust 
about what will happen on the island." 

Fed people in Limassol have trust. After 
more than a year the Turkish troops have not 
gone home and real peace has not come any 
closer. The easy life is over, an d even wine 
will not bring It back. 

{From the New York Ti.mes, Sept. 29, 1975 J 
TURKS F'ULLY COLONIZE CITRUS R EGION OF 

NORTHERN CYPRUS 
(By Steven V. Roberts) 

MORPHOU, CYPRUS.-This provincial capital, 
the center of a rich citrus-growing area in 
northwestern Cyprus, has been thoroughly 
colonized by Turkish Cypriotes from the 
south. 

The Greek Cyprlotes have been hoping to 
recover Morphou as part of a settlement of 
the Mediterranean island's political future, 

but the ethnic Turks show no willingness to 
return to the region, a prime source of exports 
and foreign exchange. 

This development reinforces an impres
sion given for many months: The Turkish 
side is determined to keep most of the ter
ritory captured last summer and is reluctant 
to make significant concessions to gain agree
ment. 

Fourteen months ago the military Govern
ment then in control in Athens helped stage 
a coup here, temporarily unseating President 
Makarios and provoking an invasion by Turk
ish troops. When the fighting ceased the 
ethnic Turks, who are a. fifth of the popula
tion, controlled 40 per cent of the territory 
and 70 per cent of the productive resources 
and the Athens regime had fallen. 

Since then the Turkish side has been pur
suing its aim of dividing Cyprus into sepa
rate states, and today 110,000 Turkish Cypri
otes-all but 125 who chose to remain in the 
south-have moved to the north. 

This region also contains 9,000 Greek Cyp
rlotes. Here in Morphou more than 1,000 
ethn1c Greeks were left after the fighting 
ended, but the last departed for the south 
about two months ago. 

Ethnic Turks here, who insist that the 
ethnic Greeks were not mistreated and left 
voluntarily, object to proposals that would 
allow some to return to their homes-even if 
the area remained under Turkish control. 

"I don't think the Greeks could live com
fortably here," said A. C. Karahan, a police
man. "They would feel like a minority. They 
would live like second-class citizens, the way 
we did on the other side." 

Journalists must receive permission from 
the Turkish military to travel through the 
north and must be accompanied by guides. 
Despite the restrictions, two days in the re
gion provided some impressions of what is 
called the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus. 

Virtually all Greek vestiges have been ex
punged. Signs are in Turkish, prices are 
quoted in Turkish lira. the book and record 
stores are stocked almost entirely with Turk
ish works. 

In Morphou, as in most towns, the central 
square has been spruced up and a. bust of 
Kemal Ataturk, founder of the Turkish Re
public, has been erected. The bright red 
Turkish flag flies everywhere. The Cypriote 
Orthodox churches have been padlocked and 
an old genera ting station has been converted 
into a. mosque. 

TROOPS AND PHOTOGRAPHS 
Turkish troops stroll the streets or barrel 

around in jeeps. A photo studio is offering 
them pictures of themselves standing astride 
a map of Cyprus. 

Turkish Cypriotes are ambivalent about 
the situation. 

Arif Suyleman, the owner of a record store. 
who said his father had been killed by ethn1c 
Greeks in the south, expressed a common 
feeling when he said: "The main thing ls to 
live under our own flag, to live freely. We're 
fed up with war, with the life we had on the 
other side." 

But many ethnic Turks, like the ethnic 
Greeks now i·efugees in the south, left the 
fruits of a lifetime. Ali Churuk looked 
around his small grocery and mused wistful
ly about his losses in Paphos: 30 barrels of 
oil, six tons of sugar, seven tons of rice, a. 
new seven-room house with bedrooms over
looking the sea. 

Mr. Churuk resen ts those who got here 
first and grabbed up the biggest homes and 
nicest shops, but he is not sorry he came. 
"Llfe is better than money," he explained. 

The Turkish troops were welcomed as 
heroes a year ago, but now the fear of the 
Greeks has diminished and irritations have 
developed. "The soldiers are from a different 
country," a Turkish Cypriote youth com
plained. "When they see someone from the 

mainland they a.ct warmer towards them 
than us." 

ECONOMY TERMED STAGNAN'l' 
Diploma.ts in Nicosia say the Turkish Cyp

rlote economy is gripped by stagnation, that 
the area. is living off loans from Turkey and 
profits from plunder, that the ethn1c Turks 
lack the expertise to run the factories, farms 
and hotels left behind by the ethn1c Greeks. 
Turkish-language newspapers a.re filled with 
charges of corruption and inefficiency. 

The Turkish Cypriote administration 
under Rauf Denktash keeps issuing upbeat 
reports, and In Morphou many businesses ap
pear to be operating normally, but the region 
has a drab and sleepy appearance with build
ings unfinished, factories closed and hotels 
unfilled. 

"The criticisms abou t the economy are 
right," a govern ment employee commented. 
"We've been kept down by the Greeks for 
many years and don't have the experienc~ . 
But we're optimistic that things wlll get bet
ter in time." 

About 75 per cent of the farmers who set
tled in the Morphou area did not know any
thing about citrus, so techn1cians had to be 
imported from the mainland to keep the 
orchards going. 

The economic problems are Intensified by 
the unnatural split between the two regions. 
A copper-processing plant 10 miles from here 
lies idle because the mines that supply it 
remain in Greek hands. Shopkeepers cannot 
get cheese or envelopes or auto parts because 
ethn1c Greeks hold the import franchises. 

Like the Greek side the Turkish commun
ity suffers from pervasive political uncer
tainty. Tourism and private investment re
main sluggish. Until there ls a final settle
ment no ethn1c Turk can be sure where he 
will live or what he will do. And if the Turk
ish side keeps Morphou, It will be difficult to 
achieve the settlement that would resolve 
that uncertainty. 

TACKLING TACONITE 
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, the 

Wall Street Journal the other day car
ried an article entitled "Tackling Tac
onite." Ralph E. Winter, author of the 
article, discusses the production of iron 
pellets from taconite, and the boom that 
is currently taking place in northern 
Minnesota as a result of the expansion 
of that industry. 

The Mesabi Range in Minnesota 
throughout most of the 20th century 
provided the iron ore required for in
dustrial expansion in the United States. 
After World War II, however, the high
grade or.e began to run out, leaving com
munities on the Iron Range with an un
certain economic future. 

Today the future prospects of commu
nities like Hibbing, Eveleth, and others 
on the range have improved considerably 
as a result of a major shift away from 
reliance on imported iron toward use of 
our abundant domestic taconite re
sourc.es. The expansion taking place a t 
five plants in northern Minnesota is 
providing new employment opportunities 
for area residents in that industry, as 
well as in housing, construction, and 
goods and services. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the full text of Mr. Winter's 
interesting and informative article be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD. 
as follows: 
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TACKLING TACONITE: IRON FROM A GRAY ROCK 

SHIFTS GLOOM TO BOOM IN GREAT LAKl!lS 
REGION; NEW ORE-PROCESSING PLANTS WILL 
CUT FOREIGN NEEDS AND PROFIT MINING 
TOWNS; LIKE RAISINS IN A ROCK CAKE 

(By Ralph E. Winter) 
HIBBING, MINN.-Among the man-made 

canyons a.nd mesas of the Mesa.bi Range, re
cession ls an a.lien word. It's something that 
happens to other people on television or in 
the newspapers. 

Nearly anyone here who wants a. job ca.n 
find one. Auto sales a.re a.t near-record lev
els, houses are snatched up a.s soon a.s they 
come on the market a.nd all a.round this 
city of 18,500 there a.re signs of an industrial 
building boom. 

The ca.use of this prosperity is the iron 
ore that since the last century miners have 
been digging from the twisting, brick-red 
canyons to build mid-America's industry, 
equip its farms and arms the nation to fight 
two world wars. Twenty yea.rs ago the iron
ore industry of the Great Lakes reglon
Minnesota, Wisconsin and Upper Mlchigan
a.ppeared to be dying. Now it's undergoing a 
$2 billion expansion. 

Seven major plants or plant expansions 
under way or completed will add a. total of 
nearly 30 million tons of ore ca.pa.city an
nually, or a.bout 35% of last year's total U.S. 
ore production. Five of these projects, with 
a total capacity of a. bit less than 24 million 
tons a year. are here on the 110-mile-long 
Mesabi Range, and all are within 30 miles of 
Hibbing. The other two are in Upper !\:Ilchi
gan. And at least four other big ore-expan
sion projects are in the planning stage. 

The plants "are changing our economy 
100%," says Robert Burk, vice president of 
Merchants & Miners State Ba!'k in Hibbing. 
"For a while it looked like it was strictly 
downhlll for this area. We were losing our 
young people and the population was declin
ing." But now people are coming back. 

UNCERTAIN FOREIGN SUPPLY 

Only a few years a.go Hibbing faced a 
bleak future as the rich red ore deposits of 
the Mesabi Range began petering out after 
60 years of mining. All that was left were 
vast deposits of a. hard, dark-gray rock 
called taconite. 

The mining industry has long been aware 
that ta.conite ls a vast source of iron (al
though the iron content is less than half that 
of top-quality ore). As the best ores began 
to run out, iron and steel companies began 
a limited development of taconite and at the 
same time greatly expanded their invest
ment in foreign mining. The current ta.co
nite expansion is designed to reduce U.S. de
pendence on an increasingly uncertain sup
ply of foreign ore. 

Last year a. third of the ore consum~d by 
U.S. iron a.nd steel plants was imported, pri
marily from Canada., Venezuela, Brazil and 
Libert.a.. But says H. Stuart Harrison, chair
man of Cleveland-Cliffs Iron Co., "the steel 
industry is getting disillusioned with foreign 
ore." He notes that iron-ore fa.clllties were 
recently-nationalized in Chile, Venezuela and 
Peru and that nationalic::m is growing in 
Canada, Australia. and throughout Africa. 
Iron-ore users also are fearful of their vul
nerE>.b111ty to the potential vagaries of inter
national minerals cartels. 

Thus the industry has decided to develop 
more of the iron-poor taconite rather than 
the better-quality ores available abroad. As 
a result, a. first-class boom has come to the 
Mesabi area on the strength of third-rate 
materials. 

The significance of the taconite expansion 
extends far beyond these poplar- and birch
covered hills. The developments are possibly 
a preview of the direction that U .s. industry 
will be forced to ta.ke for the rest of this 
century in order to provide essential ma
terials. Thus the oil industry ls looking at 

shale as a. source o! oll, and na.tural-ga-s pro
ducers are experimenting with gasifying coal~ 

NmBLllfG AT THE CAKE 

What taeonite lacks in iron content, it 
makes up !or in sheer volume. There are bil
lions of tons of ta.conite in Northern Minne
sota, Wisconsin and Upp~r Michigan. In fa.ct, 
many geologists believe that a. thick layer 
o! the rock probably extends under Lake 
Superior, connecting the outcroppings in the 
three states. Miners like to refer to the high
grade ore they have been extracting since 
the last century as raisins in a taconite cake. 
They have about consumed the raisins, but 
they have barely nibbled a.t the cake, they 
say. 

A small amount of the rock ha-s been proc
essed over the past 20 years, but now with 
a huge investment in labor and capital, min
ing companies will start digging in earnest. 
And Hibbing, which is 75 miles south of the 
Canadian border, ls a direct beneficiary. 

The city stands on the end of a 3~-mile
long, 535-foot-deep serpentine gulch called 
the Hull-Rust mine, which is the world's 
largest open-pit iron mine. For about 80 
years the mine supplied 687 mlllion tons of 
ore to a score of mining concerns. First with 
horse-drawn scrapers, then with steam 
shovels and puffing locomotives a.nd finally 
with diesel-electric excavators and trucks, 
the mlners removed millions of tons of earth 
and rock. They piled it into huge mounds, 
hundreds of feet high, creating stark hills 
'\lli.th steep sides and flat tops. 

Now it is all but abandoned. But not for 
lo'1g. Near the edge of the canyon, Hibbing 
Taconite Co. is spending more than $300 mil
lion fer a complex to mine and process the 
taconite from the huge pit. Hibbing Taconite 
is owned by Bethlehem Steel Corp .• Steel Co. 
of Canada Ltd. and Plckands-Mather & Co., 
a subsidiary of Moore McCormack Re~ources 
Inc. Bethlehem and Stelco will use most of 
the ore, and Pickands-Mather will manage 
th~ project. 

Hibbing Taconite a.lone has more than 
1,000 construction workers on the job, and 
2,000 more a.re employed at the four other 
new taconlte developments a.long the Mes
a.bi. As a. result, every motel in the area ls 
jammed, and several workers often have to 
share a room. The few homes and aoart
ments for rent, or for that matter any in
habitable bullding, were grabbed up long 
ago. Supervisors who have brought their 
families with them are paying $45,000 for 
homes that brought $26,000 a couple of years 
ago. 

In Virginia (Minn.), the Mesabi Range's 
second largest city, 25 mlles northeast of 
Hibbing, Nick Pepelnjak, a. real-estate sales
man, complains that he never gets listings 
on older homes anymore. "They're sold by 
word of mouth as soon as they come on the 
market," he says. "Some newcomers even 
go from door to door asking if the owner 
wants to sell his home or knows of anyone 
else who does." 

The prosperity promises to last. The five 
Mesabi taconite projects wm employ a.bout 
3,400 people when they are completed by 
1978. Another 1,000 jobs have been added by 
the recent expansions in Upper Michigan. 
And industry officials figure that for every 
new mining job, 2¥2 other jobs are created 
in the area in malntenance, hosnitals or 
chemical plants supplying such things as 
explosives. 

The jobs directly connected with taconite 
mining pay an average of $12,500 a year, 
which are high wages for northern Minne
sota. They also provide opportunities for 
women, who are working alongside men in 
mining and processing. 

Unlike the old days, these are year-round 
jobs. In the days when the high-quality ore 
was mined, work stopped in October and 
didn't start again until April because freez-

ing weather halted ore washing. But with 
about $250,000 invested to provide each job, 
the new ta.conite operatlons. won't close., 
even at Christmas. 

A visit to the Hibbing Taconite mine il
lustrates the sort of lnvestment that taconite 
exploitation involves. Bulldozers and shov
els have cleared several feet of son off a 
square mile of the rock. Gigantic, 170-ton 
truck that wm haul taconlte to the process
ing plant are being assembled at the site. 
The trucks are so immense that they must 
be shipped in sections on rail cars. Cranes 
swing the 12-foot-diameter wheels into posi
tion so they can be attached to the huge un
dercarriage. Each truck carries a 12.dder for 
the driver to climb to his perch 15 feet 
above the ground. 

This large scale is made necessary by the 
economics of taconite mining. Because of 
the relatively low iron content of the rock, 
the plant must process 31~ tons of taconite 
for every ton of iron-oxide peJlets shipped. 
The waste rock wlll be flushed into a huge 
basin that ls being created by d3.mming a 
swampy area. 

Plans call for the complex to start produc
ing 5.4 million tons of pellets a year by mid-
1976 (the industry measures its output in 
gross tons, equal to 2,240 pounds). That 
means handling about 50,000 tons of rock a 
day. When it is completed in 1978, the plant 
will produce 8.1 million tons of pellets annu
ally. The pellets will contain 65.5% iron, 
which is a better feed for the steel industry's 
blast furnaces than even the best of the old 
natural ores (the pellets also contain oxygen, 
silica and trace elements). 

The rock will be blasted out of the Hull
Rust pit with explosives. Hugh crushers, now 
being built, will break up the big chunks of 
rock. Then, 36-foot-hlgh rotating drum 
grinders (each powered by a 6,000-horse
power electric motors) will reduce the pieces 
of rock to the consistency of talcum powder. 
Magnetic separators, big drums containing 
electromagnets, will then remove the iron 
oxides from the slurry pouring out of the 
grinders. 

The black iron-oxide powder will be rolled 
into marble-size pellets and hardened by 
baking a.t 2,000 degrees Fahrenheit. 

Similar taconite complexes are being built 
elsewhere along the Mesabi Range. Inland 
Steel Co. is putting up a 2.6-million-ton-a
year plant near Virginia, and U.S. Steel Corp. 
is adding six m1111on tons of ca.pa.city at its 
plant at Mountain Iron, which ls between 
Hibbing and Virginia. At Eveleth, just east of 
Virginia, a. group led by Oglebay Norton Co
ls expanding a taconite plant by 3.6 million 
tons a. year. Armco Steel Corp. will own 40% 
of the new plant, Ogle bay Norton 20.5 % and 
two Canadian companies the rest. 

A few miles on the other side of Hibbing, 
National Steel Pellet Plant, 85%-owned by 
National Steel Corp. a.nd 15% by Hanna Min
ing Co., which is also the manager, ls under
going a $150 mllllon expansion. 

All these plants will use a similar process, 
grinding the rock and separating the iron 
magnetically. But over in Upper Michigan, 
Cleveland-Cliffs and several steel-company 
partners have just completed a. $200 million 
plant near Ishpeming that uses a. new chem
ical process to separate the nonmagnetic iron 
ore from the rock. There are vast reserves of 
non-magnetic ore in Michigan and Minnesota 
that could be developed with this process. 

Cleveland-Cliffs' Mr. Harrison says that the 
pellets will cost a nttle more to produce than 
those being processed magnetically in an
other nearby company plant. But he says 
pellets produced by the new process are ex
pected to be competitive with Minnesota. ore 
because the new plant ls closer to the major 
steel mills. The Michigan ore a.lso has a 
higher iron content than that in Minnesota, 
which means that less rock ha.s to be handled 
for each ton of pellets. 
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In fact Cleveland-Cliffs likes the chemical 

process so much that it is already planning 
an addition to the new plant, that together 
with an expansion at its nearby magnetic 
separation plant and an electricity-generat
ing station, will mean an investment of about 
._ 600 million, Mr. Harrison says. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business? If not, morn
ing business is closed. 

NATURAL GAS EMERGENCY ACT OF 
1975 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of S. 2310, which 
the clerk will state. 

The assistant legisla tive clerk read as 
follows: 

A bill (S. 2310) to assure the availability of 
adequate supplies of natural gas during the 
perlod ending June 30, 1976. 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, at 
the outset of the debate on this emer
gency gas bill, I would like to reiterate 
for the benefit of the Members of the 
Senate that upon the disposition of this 
measure, it is the leadership's intention 
to proceed to the consideration of S. 692, 
the bill dealing with the long-range solu
tion to the natural gas problems facing 
this Nation. 

It is my understanding that the floor 
managers of this emergency bill will re
sist any effort to mix the issues of the 
pending short-term emergency bill with 
the longer range solutions. I intend to 
fully support them in that effort as a 
way of addressing the natural gas emer
gency that faces us this winter. 

It is my sincere hope that the Senate 
can vote up or down on the legitimate 
differences of opinion concerning the 
proper approach to an emergency meas
ure and that no matter the outcome of 
those votes, the Senate can vote up or 
down on the final product without pro
tracted debate. 

The Senate would then be in position 
to move to the question of the permanent 
legislation and consider S. 692 and are 
amendments thereto in the context of as 
comprehensive price policy for natural 
gas. 

The Acting President pro tempore 
(Mr. METCALF) assumed the Chair. 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, will the 
Ser:ator yield for a parliamentary 
inquiry? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes. I yield to the 
distinguished Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, what is 
tl .. e pending business? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The pending business is amend
ment No. 934 by the Senator from South 
Carolina, and others. 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, my 
parliamentary inquiry is: Considering 
now amendment :'lo. 934, which is ir. the 
nature of a substitute to the blll, I ask 
the Chair to rule as to how many amend
ments in the nature of a substitute may 
be offered. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Amendment No. 934 ls considered 
original text and, therefore, two fur
ther substitutes would be in order, one in 
the first degree and one in the second 
degree. 

Mr. PEARS.ON. Two further substi
tute amendments in the nature of a sub
stitute for the original bill? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. No. To amendment No. 934. 

Mr. PEARSON. Amendment No. 934, 
which constitutes the first substitution? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT. pro tem
port. That is correct. 

Mr. PEARSON. I thank the Chair. 
I remind the Senator from South 

Carolina that we have pending now 
abl..Ut five amendments in the nature of 
substitutes. For instance, an amendment 
No. 918, in the nature of a s1:.bstitute, by 
myself, and then ther€= are amendments 
by Senators FANNIN, BARTLETT, and 
STEVENSON. There are two amendments 
by Senator BARTLi::TT and two amend
ments by Senator STEVENSON. 

I just make the :first overture now. We 
havt. discussed this privately on Friday 
last with the Senator from South Caro
lina as to the possibility of entering 
some sort of unanimous-consent agree
ment so that all of those who have pro
po~als to make to this proposition might 
by unanimous consent be afforded the 
opportunity of coming forward with 
each of their proposals. I do not press it 
at this time. But, in vieu of the ruling of 
the Chair, I think it might be well for 
all of those who are interested in this 
matter to seek to accommodate all the 
views and reach some unanimous-con
sent agreement so that each of these 
might be brought up. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. As my distinguished 
friend from Kansas knows, we would like 
to consider natural gas legislation, in the 
most orderly way, but to actually obtain 
a unanimous-consent agreement about 
the seriatim of the introduction of sub
stitute amendments, is just next to im
possible. 

For example, if one substitute is pro
posed, then I can see other perfecting 
amendments or other substitutes coming 
onto the floor. 

I do not know that we would want to 
bind the membership at this time. 

The Senator from Kansas has a glos
sary of about five, and I have about five 
or 10 amendments over here. 

We did agree, I believe, on Friday that 
after I had made my little opening state
ment and the distinguished Senator from 
Ohio, the cosponsor, made his, we would 
then hear the Senator from Colorado on 
his proposal. 

Mr. PEARSON. The Senator is correct. 
That is quite all right. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Then the Senator 
from Kansas would lead off. Let us work 
together toward that. 

No one is trying to close off my 
amendment, or whatever it is, unless the 
Senator wanted to have a vote right now, 
which obviously he could not. He wants 
his colleagues to have a chance to submit 
their amendments. 

Mr. PEARSON. The peculiar nature of 
the amendments to this particular bill, 
all of them being in the nature of a sub
stitute to start with, the Senator is cor-

rect, and there will be perfecting amend
ments thrown in, I am sure, from every 
direction. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Right. 
Mr. PEARSON. What I was trying to 

do was to protect--and I do not know 
who they all are really yet--all of those 
Senators who have amendments in the 
nature of a substitute, who seriously of
f er them, to give them a chance to do so 
without being cut off by the parliamen
tary ruling that only two, after the pend
ing business, might be offered. 

It is something I am rnre we want to 
consider and talk about and ascertain jf 
we can reach some accommodation. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Let us make it clear 
while we discuss this, that obviously the 
Senator from Kansas and Senator from 
South Carolina cannot amend the rules 
of the Senate. We cannot really govern 
how amendments come up. Several 
amendments have been filed and if one 
succeeds and cuts off the other substi
tute, we should not relate back. Let U '3 
say we are still discussing this on 
Wednesday. We should not rela te back 
to the Monday morning open ing when 
the distinguished Senator from Kansas 
and Senator from South Carolina were 
trying to assure each other that the par
ticular substitutes will be submitted and 
be considered, because then all Sena tors 
offering amendments would come around 
with a parliamentary inquiry: "Where 
did you get that ruling? You and I have 
an understanding in contradistinction to 
the rule itself." Then there is a misun 
derstanding and other Members will be 
talking about the rules, and it will be 
total confusion. 

But I get the feel and the sense. The 
only idea that the Senator from South 
Carolina has of compulsion at all is that 
we get an emergency bill. Since we a re 
discussing it with the Senator from 
Kansas, while I have a lot of good 
amendments that I would like to see con
sidered on the bill such as the compre
hensive solution of the Senator from 
Kansas, or my own solution, I would 
withhold those and try to really fight off 
or to table all amendments that do not 
directly relate to this winter's natural gas 
supply emergency. 

It may be that the Senator from Colo
rado has an amendment that does not 
directly relate to the emergency. While 
I agree with his amendment, I think it 
may be inappropriately submitted on an 
emergency bill. I will have to study it. I 
will not be moving to try to inordinately 
limit debate, but we must have some 
kind of finality to it. We need to move 
quickly to consider and pass the emer
gency bill. 

Mr. HASKELL. Mr. President. will the 
Senator from South Carolina yield? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. HASKELL. That is without losing 

his right to the ftoor. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes. 
Mr. HASKELL. This is merely for a 

comment. 
I hope that the Senator from South 

Carolina, when he hears my amendment, 
would recognize that it is very properly 
on an emergency bill. I hope that the 
Senator would keep an open mind on 
that. 
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Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes. 
Under the germaneness rule, obviously 

a lot of these will be germane to the 
emergency bill but not necessarily ger
mane to the emergency. 

With those opening comments, Mr. 
P~:esident--

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a unanimous-consent 
request? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes. 
Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the following 
staff members be given floor privileges 
during the debate and voting on S. 2310 
and accompanying legislation: David 
Stang, Harrison Loesch, M. A. Shute, 
Gaye Vaughan, Fred Craft, Faye Widen
man, Nolan McKean, Tom Imeson, Mike 
Hathaway, and Tom Biery. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GLENN). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. FANNIN. I thank the Chair and 
thank the Sena tor from South Carolina. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, natural 
gas supplies more than one-half of the 
energy used by industry. But supplies of 
natural gas will be critically short in 
many areas of the Nation this winter. 
Commerce Committee hearings on Sep
tember 15 indicate that the areas likely 
to experience the greatest economic im
pact are the Mid-Atlantic States-from 
New York to South Carolina-B.nd sever
al other States--Ohio, West Virginia, 
and Kentucky. In the 14 States where 
natural gas curtailments are likely to be 
most acute this winter, 6.5 million em
ployees work for industries using natural 
gas. Unemployment in these industries 
could increase drastically as natural gas 
curtailments cut into feedstock or proc
ess requirements where no substitute 
fuels are available. Other plants that 
can use alternate fuels may not be able 
to economically survive as natural gas 
curtailments force them to convert. 

Frank G. Zarb, Administrator of the 
Federal Energy Administration, on Sep
tember 10, 1975, stated: 

The Nation cannot afford a single moment's 
delay in taking the steps necessary to offset 
natural gas shortages expected this winter. 

La.c:t winter curtailments of natural 
gas supplies amounted to approximately 
1 trillion cubic feet. The economic and 
unemployment impacts last winter were 
scattered and not significant nationwide, 
because alternate fuels were available 
and many gas consumers were able to 
convert to oil or propane. A mild winter 
reduced demand. Conservation programs 
were implemented in some areas and 
limited emergency natm·al gas deliveries 
were allowed under existing FPC au
thority. Consequently, at last year's level 
of curtailments, the Nation survived 
without significant adverse economic im
pact. 

However, this winter's curtailments 
are expected to be 1.3 trillion cubic feet, 
a 30-percent increase over last year, if 
prompt remedial action is not taken. The 
Federal Power Commission estimates 
that some 0.2 to 0.3 trillion cubic feet of 
additional natural gas could be made 
available to interstate purchasers from 
intrastate sources. Since last year's cur-

tailments had little or no effect upon 
employment, obtaining the quantities of 
natural gas which the FPC thinks are 
available could · assure a situation no 
worse than a year ago. 

Prompt enactment of emergency legis
lation could make a small but critical 
quantity of new natural gas available 
to the interstate market, possibly sav
ing thousands and even hundreds of 
thousands of jobs that would otherwise 
be jeopardized by plant closw·es. 

A principal reason for the shortage is 
that interstate pipelines cannot as a 
practical matter buy natural gas, except 
on the Federal domain, because of the 
higher p1·ice at which producers can sell 
their natural gas in intrastate commerce 
under existing law. Surplus gas is avail
able in the intrastate market in sufiicient 
quantities to prevent shortages that 
would otherwise cause widespread addi
tional unemployment. The basic legisla
tive remedy is to provide a priority for 
the interstate pipeline systems in dis
tress to buy the gas on equal terms with 
intrastate purchasers. 

S. 2310, as proposed to be amended by 
amendment No. 934, would assure maxi
mum production and delivery to essen
tial users and do so without inflating the 
price of natural gas. Although I say "as 
proposed to be amended," it has been 
amended now, with the substitute before 
the Senate. 

Its principal provisions are: 
First. The interstate pipelines experi

encing curtailments of customers that 
cannot use alternative fuels are given a 
priority to buy natural gas in the intra
state market at the same price as in
trastate purchasers. All other interstate 
pipelines can also purchase natural gas 
at the same price as intrastate purchasers 
if a priority interstate pipeline is not in 
a position to purchase the gas; 

Second. An interstate pipeline that is 
not initially determined by the FPC to 
be a priority purchaser can, by applica
tion, become a priority purchaser if it 
can demonstrate that without such des
ignation its essential users will be with
out necessary natural gas supplies; 

Third. All natural gas wells must be 
produced at the maximum efficient rate 
of production; 

Fourth. Electric powerplants capable 
of switching to coal or to oil can be or
dered to switch if, first, air pollution 
standards will permit; second, the nat
ural gas is needed and can be delivered 
to a priority purchaser; and third, the 
person receiving the gas pays the extra 
costs incurred by the utility required to 
switch, and any losses incurred by the 
affected pipeline; 

Fifth. Natural gas needed for essential 
agriculture production will be supplied 
consistent with the goal of substantially 
limiting unemployment and maintaining 
gas supplies to residential users and to 
hospitals and products and service vital 
to public health and safety; 

Sixth. Propane allocation and pricing 
authority under the Emergency Petro
leum Allocation Act of 1973 are extended 
to assure that traditional rural and farm 
propane users are protected; 

Seventh. The price of natural gas now 

sold in intrastate commerce W()uld be 
maintained at current levels to avoid 
inflation that would otherwise occur by 
permitting the priority interstate pur
chasers to bid up the limited supply of 
available gas; 

Eighth. Withholding of gas would be 
discouraged by requiring maximum pro
duction and providing that any gas 
withheld could never be sold at a price 
higher than that permitted during the 
emergency period; 

Ninth: The interconnection provision 
in the bill as introduced, is deleted; and 

Tenth. The bill is short-term emer
gency measure and would self-destruct 
on July 1, 1976. 

The pricing provision of S. 2310 
adopts the decontrolled prices that now 
prevail in the intrastate market; and 
it does not roll them back to the levels 
that the FPC prescribes for interstate 
sales. It does, however, prevent the infla
tion in those prices that would occur if 
the enormous demand of the gas-short 
interstate pipelines were permitted to bid 
up the price of the limited available 
supply. Mr. Nassikas, chairman of the 
Federal Power Commission testified at 
our hearing on September 15, 1976, that 
that price could go up to $3, in his 
judgment. 

S. 2310 would provide relief for the 
pipelines that are in distress but it would 
also strengthen the gas supply posture 
of the other interstate pipeline systems. 
This is true for several reasons: 

First. At present the interstate pipe
lines are unable to purchase natural gas 
in the intrastate market in competition 
with intrastate purchasers. Under S. 
2310, pipelines in distress are given a 
priority over other pipelines for buying 
gas in the intrastate market at the same 
price as intrastate purchasers. But other 
interstate pipelines may also enlarge 
their opportunities for buying more nat
ural gas where there is no priority inter
state purchaser in position to purchase 
the gas. 

Second. The provisions for maximiz
ing production would enlarge the avail
able supply for all pipelines. 

Third. The only diversions of existing 
supply would be the gas supply for elec
tric utilities who could in faet obtain 
other alternative fuels. And the customer 
receiving the diverted gas would be re
quired to pay any extra costs incurred 
by the utility required to switch, and any 
losses incurred by the affected pipeline. 

Fourth. The bill would not permit any 
diversion of natural gas from one pipe
line system to another, except the utility 
boiler fuel as specified above. 

These are measures that could be im
plemented this winter. They would mini
mize unemployment and assure full 
domestic food production if S. 2310 is 
enacted at once. 

S. 2310 is by no nieans a complete solu
tion to our natural gas problems. It is 
for this reason that the leadership is 
committed to taking up S. 692 immedi
ately after this emergency legislation is 
disposed of. This will permit the larger 
debate over the fundamental issues of 
wellhead pricing to continue. But while 
that important debate is underway, it be
hooves us to send this emergency meas-
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ure to the House so that we do not jeo
pardize the employment and the 
livelihood of thousands of workers. 

Mr. President, we have section-by
section description of amendment No. 
934, and I ask unanimous consent that 
.i.t be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the descrip
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

NATURAL GAS EMERGENCY ACT OF 1975 AS 

AMENDED BY AMENDMENT No. 934 
SECTION -BY-SECTION DESCRIPTION 

Section 1. Short title 
Section 1 states that the bill may be cited 

as the "Natural Gas Emergency Act of 1975." 
Section 2. Declaration of purpose 

Section 2 states that the purpose of the 
bill ls to establish emergency authorities 
to minimize the detrimental effects upon 
employment, food production, public health, 
safety, and welfare caused by natural gas 
shortages. 

Section 3. Definitions 
"Administrator" is the Administrator of 

the Federal Energy Administration (FEA) or 
its successor; 

"Commission'' is the Federal Power Com
mission (FPC). 

An "essential user" is a user or class of 
user of natural gas ( 1) who, in accordance 
with criteria. established by rule of the FPO, 
is determined to be a natural gas user for 
whom no alternative fuel is reasonably avail
able, and (2) whose supply requirements 
must be met in order to avoid substantial 
unemployment or impairment of the public 
health, safety, or welfare. 

"Federal lands" a.re lands, including sub
surfaces, located within the United States 
(1) which the Federal Government owns or 
controls or (2) with respect to which the 
Federal Government has authority, directly 
or indirectly, to explore for, develop and pro
duce natural gas. Federal lands include the 
Outer Continental Shelf as defined in section 
2(a) of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands 
Act (43 U.S.C. 133l(a). The definition of 
Federal lands is particularly relevant to the 
section 7 of this bill, authorizing the Secre
tary of the Interior or the appropriate State 
agency to require production of natural gas 
in designated fields at maximum efficient 
rates. 

"Intra.state Commerce" is defined as com
merce between points within the State so 
long as such commerce does not pass through 
any place outside such State. 

The bill uses for its definition of "Inter
state commerce" the definition provided in 
section 2 (7) of the Natural Gas Act ( 15 U.S.C. 
'117a(7)). That act defines interstate com
merce as, .. commerce between any point in a 
State and any point outside thereof, or be
tween points within the same State but not 
through any place outside thereof, but only 
insofar as such commerce takes place within 
the U.S." 

"New natural gas" is defined as either (A) 
natural gas that has not been committed to 
Interstate commerce by a contract made 
prior to September 9, 1975 and any (B) natu
ral gas (I) committed to intrastate commerce 
by a contract which, on or after September 9, 
1975, terminates and ls not renewed, or (11) 
is otherwise available during the supply 
emergency period. The amendment makes 
clear that surplus intrastate gas committed 
to intrastate pipelines is "new natural gas" 
under the blll and that such natural gas 
is not subject to Commission jurisdiction ex
cept as provided in the bill. 

"Person" in<:ludes any governmental en
tity. 

"Pipeline" means a person engaged in the 
transportation by pipeline of natural gas. 

"Priority interstate purchaser" 1s define<! 

as an interstate pipeline which the FPC de
termines is, to a significant extent, unlikely 
to obtain natural gas adequate to meet the 
requirements of essential users under any 
agreement--without regard to whether such 
agreement !s for interruptible or firm serv
ice-to supply natural gas to such user by: 
(i) such pipeline; or (ii) a distribution com
pany to which such pipeline supplies natural 
gas for purpose of resale. In designating a 
"priority interstate purchaser" the FPC is to 
take into account the pipeline's existing 
curtailment plan, if any, and the natural 
gas supplies available to such pipeline. In 
addition, any interstate pipeline may be 
designated as a priority interstate purchaser 
by the Commission if that pipeline that can 
demonstrate it will otherwise to unable to 
secure supplies of natural gas, to meet the 
needs of essential users through June 30, 
1976 because of competition from interstate 
pipelines that have previously been desig
nated as priority purchasers. 

"Supply emergency period" ls the period, 
or any part thereof, beginning on the date 
of this act's enactment and ending on July 
1, 1976. (N0te, however, that section 4 (ex
cept subsection (g)), 5, 6, 7, 8, and 11 of the 
act expire on midnight June 30, 1976.) 

Section 4. Access by priority interstate 
purchasers to natural gas 

Section 4 provides for the designation of 
"priority interstate purchases" by the FPC, 
for the establishment of area celling prices 
for the first sale of new natural gas, and 
for the manner of sale of new natural gas 
produced on lands located both onshore in 
the United States. 

(a) Designation of priority interstate pur
chasers.-The FPC is directed in section 4(a) 
to designate priority interstate purchasers 
at a time not later than the end of the 
15-day period after the blll's date of enact
ment, and as necessary throughout the sup
ply emergency period, upon petition or its 
own motion. A priority interstate purchaser 
is defined in section 3. 

Section 4(h) provides that such a priority 
interstate purchaser obtains priority only to 
the extent necessary to meet the require
ments of essential users. The FPO is directed 
to take steps, as authorized by the Natural 
Gas Act, to assure that any additional sup
plies of new natural gas obtained by a. pri
ority interstate purchaser are made available 
to essential users. 

(b) Establishment of area ceiling prices.
Section 4 (b) directs the FPC to establish 
ceiling prices for the first sale of new natural 
gas-excerpt first sales of natural gas pro
duced from lands on the Outer Continental 
Shelf-for areas designated by the FPO. To 
determine the area celling price, the FPO 
must first ascertain as best it can the aver
age sales price for contracts entered into or 
renewed during the period from August 1, 
1975 through August 31, 1975 for natural gas 
produced and sold in intrastate commerce 
in the designated area. The FPC is then 
directed to set as the ceiling price for nat
ural gas an amount which approximates, 
to the maximum extent practicable, the av
erage sales price for such intrastate con
tracts during that period. In some producing 
areas there may not have been any intra
state sales of natural gas in August. In this 
case the Commission is directed to establish 
a ceiling price by rule based upon the aver
age August sales prices in a similarly situ
ated area, or prices charged in the same area 
during previous months. This provision as
sures that current prevailing intra.state 
prices will remain in effect during the sup· 
ply emergency period. 

No producer may charge and no purchaser 
may pay a price for the first sale of new nat
ural gas occurring beween September 8, 1975 
and June 30, 1976 that exceeds the applicable 
a.rea. celling price, or, if such new natural 

gas is purchased from an intrastate pipeline, 
the interstate purchaser may pay a price 
that does not exceed the intrastate pipeline's 
acquisition cost of such gas pursuant to con
tracts entered into prior to 8eptember 8, 1975 
plus a reasonable charge f01' any transporta
tion services rendered by the seller. To facil
itate purchases from intrastate pipelines, the 
enforcibility of contractual provisions im
peding movement of gas across state lines is 
ended. If the FPC determines that natural 
gas could have been produced and sold, but 
was not produced and sold during the pe
riod that this section ls in effect, such nat
ural gas may not thereafter be sold for more 
than the ceiling price a9plicable to the area, 
notwlUistanding the expiration of the bill. 

(c) Sales of new natural gas produced from 
onshore.-A producer or other seller of new 
onshore natural gas may sell such in intra
or interstate commerce at the prevailing in
trastate price established by the Commission. 
Thera are no restrictions on intra.state sales, 
but in interstate commerce, the pipeline in 
greatest need has a first option to purchase. 
Thus, no new natural gas produced from on
shore lands may be sold in interstate com
merce unless the purchase is a priority inter
state purchaser or a person acting on his be
half. However, such natural gas can be sold 
to a non-priority interstate purchaser only 
if the natural gas producer has filed notice of 
an offer or proposed contract to sell natural 
gas with the FPC at least 15 days prior to 
sale, and no priority interstate purchaser of
fers to purchase the gas under terms and 
conditions which the FPC determines are 
substantially similar to those of the pro
posals to sell to a nonpriority interstate pur
chaser. Moreover, if within this 15-day period 
a priority interstate purchaser offers to pur
chase such new natural gas under terms and 
conditions which the FPO determines are 
substantially similar to those of the sales 
proposal filed with the FPO, the FPC shall, 
by rule, prohibit the sale to any interstate 
pipeline other than a priority interstate 
purchaser or person acting on his behalf. 

By virtue of section 4(e) (3), these restric
tions on the sale of new natural gas produced 
from onshore lands do not apply to sales of 
new natural gas by a producer to a pipeline 
where the producer is a subsidiary of the 
interstate pipeline, where there is an ad
vance payment financing arrangement be
tween such producer and such pipeline which 
grants the pipeline a right of first refusal, 
option, or other priority claim to natural 
gas produced from a property as considera
tion for advance payments made to such pro
ducer to finance exporation or development, 
or where the new natural gas is sold pur
suant to the Natural Gas Act under a con
tract that is longer than two years. 

Thus an advantage for obtaining new sup
plies of natural gas is given priority inter
state purchasers, or other Interstate pipelines 
if there is no priority interstate purchaser. 
The bill provides that an interstate pur
chaser may purchase new natural gas from 
lands not on the Outer Continental Shelf, 
provided the price of the first sale does not 
exceed the applicable area celling price es
tablished by the FPC. This puts the Inter
state purchaser in a. competitive position 
with intra.state purchasers-both are subject 
to the applicable area ceiling price-and 
gives him a. competitive edge over interstate 
pipelines that a.re not priority purchasers. 
Any such first sale price is deemed just and 
reasonable for purposes of section 4 of the 
Natural Gas Act of 1938, and any such sale 
to an interstate purchaser shall not require 
certification under section 7 of that act. 

(d) Sale of natural gas produced from 
lands located on the Outer Continental 
Sh.eZf.--Subsection (d) provides that all new 
natural gas produced from lands located on 
the Outer Oontinenta.1 Shelf are to be sold 
in interstate commerce. The bill, as amended, 
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would not oth~"Wlse affect current law re
garding production of natural gas from the 
Outer Continental Shelf. 
Section 5. Availability of gas for agricultural 

users. 
Se~tion 5 is designed to assure, to the 

maximum extent practicable, the availability 
of natural gas that is necessary for essential 
agricultural, food processing or food pack
aging purposes. To effectuate this objective, 
the Secretary of Agriculture is directed to 
designate essential agricultural food proc
essing or packaging purposes for which natu
ral gas is nece53ary; and the FPC is empow
ered to prohibit any interruption or cur
tailment of natural gas supplies for such 
uses. 

(a) Designation by the Secretary of Agri
culture of essential agricultural users.-In 
designating essential agricultural and food 
processing or packaging purpose3, the Secr~
tary of Agriculture must comply with the 
following guidelines. First, section 5 (a) ( 1) 
provides that such e;osential purposes in
clude, but are not limited to, il'l'igation 
pumping, crop drying, feedstock or process 
fuel in the production of fertilizer and essen
tial agricultural chemicals in existing 
plants-in their pre.::ent or expanded capac
ity-and in new plan ts. 

Second, the Seciretary of Agriculture shall 
not determine any use of natural gas to be 
necessary if such use is as boiler fuel to serve 
(1) the expanded capacity of existing facili
ties, (2) an existing facility for which natu
ral gas supply contracts have expired, (3) 
new fa cilities, or (4) existing facilities that 
have pTactical, alternative-fuel burning ca
pabilities. 

Third, the Secrtary of Agriculture shall 
certify to the FPC the volumes and iden
tities of users of natural gas determined to 
be necessary for essential agricultural, food 
processing, or food packaging purposes. 

(b) FPC authority to prohibit interrup
tion of natural gas supply to designated 
agricultural users.-The bill requires the 
FPC to asasure that the necessary natural 
gas is available for the purposes designated 
essential by the Secretary of Agriculture. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of law 
or of any natural gas allocation or curtail
ment plan in effect under existing law, sec
tion 5(a) (1) directs the FPC to prohibit any 
interruption or curtailment of natural gas 
supplies for uses designated esi:ential under 
this section and take such other actions au
thorized by the Natural Gas Action which the 
FPC determines to be necessary and appro
priate to asure that the agricultural user 
receives his required gas supplies from the 
pipelines that serves him. The FPC is to act 
by rule, upon petition or its own motion. 

Finally, section 5(a) (2) provides that any 
action taken by the FPC under this section 
must be consistent with (1) the goals mini
mizing unemployment attributable to in
terruption of natural gas supplies and (2) 
the maintenance of natural gas supplies to 
residential users, small users, and hospitals 
and for products and services vital to public 
health and safety. 

Section 6. Prohibition of the use of natural 
gas as boiler fuel 

Section 6 requires the FEA Administrator 
to enact rules prohibiting our curta111ng, un
der circumstances specified in the bill, the 
use of burning of natural gas by power
plants. The FEA Administrator is further re
quired to enact rules providing that natural 
gas made avaliable by such prohibition or 
curtailment must be sold to priority inter
state purchasers. 

(a) Prohibition or curtailment of natural 
g~s uses by powerplants.-Section 6(a) pro
vides that the Administrator of the Federal 
Energy Administration shall, by rule, pro-

hibit any powerplant from burning natural 
gas if he determines that--

(1) such powerplant had, on September 1, 
1975-or at any time thereafter-the capabil
ity and necessary plant equipment to burn 
petroleum products or can readily obtain 
such capability and equipment; 

(2) the burning of oetroleum products by 
such plant in lieu of natural gas is practi
cable; 

(3) petroleum products will be available 
during the period the order is in effect; and 

(4) natural gas made available as the re
sult of such prohibition could be available, 
c:Urectly or indirectly, to a priority interstate 
purchaser. 

A rule under this subsection would not 
talrn effect until the date certified by the 
Administrator of the Environmental Protec
tion Agency as the earliest date which such 
plants can burn available petrcleum prod
ucts in compliance with the Clean Air Act
including any applicable implementation 
plan. In addition, a rule under this subsec
tion would not take effect if the FPC certified 
to the FEA Administrator that the prohibi
tion would impair the reliability of the serv
ice in the area served by the powerplant. 

Section 6(b) (1) provides that the FEA 
Administrator shall, by rule, prohibit the 
use of natural gas by any powerplant if the 
Administrator determines-

( A) that alternative supplies of electric 
power are available to the electric power 
system of which such powerplant is a part; 

(B) that the generation of such alterna
tive supply of electric power will not result 
in an overall increase in consumption of 
natural gas; and 

(C) natural gas made available as the re
sult of such prohibition could be made 
available, directly, or indirectly, to a priority 
interstate purchaser. 

A rule under this subsection is not to 
take effect if the FPC certifies to the FEA 
Administrator that the prohibition would 
impair the reliability of service in any area 
served by those affected electric power sys
tems. 
Th~ bill specifies two exemptions from this 

section. First, the FEA Administrator is di
rected to exempt from any rule under this 
section the burning of natural gas for the 
~ecessary process of ignition, start-up, test
mg, and flame stabilization by powerplants. 
Subject to this exemption, the FEA Adminis
trator may make a rule which prohibits the 
use of all natural gas burned by the power
plant or which prohibits such use for per
iods of time or for specified amounts of nat
ural gas. 

As for the second exemption, section 6 does 
not apply to any powerplant whose maximum 
daily use of natural gas does not exceed 50 
Mcf. 

"(b) Tran.sf er of prohibited or curtailed 
natural gas to priority interstate ptir
chasers .-Tbe bill requires the FEA to adopt 
a rule providing that natural gas made avail
able as a result of this section shall not be 
sold to any person other than a priority 
interstate purchaser or a person acting on 
behalf of such purchaser, that is a person 
operating a gathering facility. 

The price paid by priority interstate pur
chasers for such transferred natural gas 
shall not exceed the amount charged to the 
user or supplier whose use is curtailed or 
prohibited by section 6. Moreover, the per
son to whom such sale of transferred natural 
gas is made is required by the bill to com
pensate the curtailed user and his supplier. 
Such compensation is to be in an amount 
equal to any net increase in reasonable costs 
and any other losses incurred by the user or 
supplier as a. result of the order issued by the 
FEA resulting in the transfer. Such compen
sation shall be in an amount agreed upon 
by the parties, or if the parties are unable to 

agree, in an amount determined by the 
FPC as expeditiously as possible, but in any 
event within 30 days. 

For purposes of this subsection
"Curtailed user" means a powerplant to 

which a rule under this section is applicable. 
"Transferred natural gas" means natural 

gas which a curtailed user does not consume 
by reason of a rule under this section and 
which is made available to another person. 

A person is a supplier of a curtailed user 
if he sold natural gas to such user, or sold 
natural gas to any person for resale--d1rectly 
or indirectly-to such user and would in
cl~1de at least the producer, pipeline and dis
tribution company. 

(c) Other provisions.-For purposes of this 
section, the terms "powerplant" and "petro
leum product" have the same meaning as 
such terms have under i;;ection 2 of the En
ergy Supply and Environmental Coordina
tion Act of 1974. 
S~ction 2(f) (1) of the Energy Supply and 

Environmental Coordination Act of 1974 is 
amended by striking out "June 30 1975" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "June ao', 1976." 
This pr?vision extends the FEA's authority 
to require powerplants and other major fuel 
users to convert to coal. 

This section (other than subsection (i)) 
does not affect any authority under the 
Energy Supply and Environmental Coordina
tion Act of 1974. This assures that where 
a powerplant has the necessary capability 
to convert from natural gas to either oil 
or coal, the conversion will be made to coal. 
Section 7. Production of gas at the maximum 

efficient rate 
Section 7 provides for the production of 

natural gas at the "maximum efficient rate 
of production" for designated fields which 
produce or can produce significant quantities 
of natural gas. 

Amendment No. 934 would delete the au
thority originally contained in S. 2310 as in
troduced to require production at the tem
porary emergency rate to prevent any possible 
reductions in ultimate recovery. The "maxi
mum efficient rate of production" is the 
maximum rate of natural gas production 
which may be sustained without loss of 
ultimate recovery of crude oil or natural 
g~s-or both-under sound engineering prin
ciples. 

(a) Designation of "maximum efficient 
rate" of gas producing fields.-Within 45 days 
after the _bill's enactment, the Secretary of 
the _Interior must determine, by rule, the 
maximum efficient rate of production for 
each field on Federal lands which the Secre
t~ry determines produces or can produce 
significant quantities of natural gas. 

Each State may determine the maximum 
efficient rate of production for each field 
within the State other than on Federal land 
which the State determines produces or can 
produce significant quantities of natural gas. 
If, 45 days after the enactment of this act 
a State has failed to make a determination' 
the Secretary of the Interior may specify 
the maximum efficient rate of production for 
any field located in that State which the 
Secretary of the Interior determines produces 
or can produce significant quantities of nat
ural gas .. Th~s action by the Secretary of 
the Interior is by rule made on the record 
after an opportunity for a hearing. 

(b) Gas production at the maximum effi
cient rate.-The Secretary of the Interior 
must, by rule require natural gas to be pro
duced from designated fields at the maxi
mum efficient rate of production determined 
for such field. 

(c) Effect on other Zaws.-Nothing in sec
tion 7 shall be construed to authorize the 
production of natural gas from any naval 
petroleum reserve subject to the provisions 
of chapter 641 of title IO, United States Code. 
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Section 8. Propane and Butane pricing and 

allocation authority 
This section extends the regulations and 

authority of the President, under the Emer
gency Petroleum Allocation Act of 1973, to 
equitably allocate and price propane and 
bu tane. Such con trols are needed becl.use the 
lla tural gas short age increases the prospect 
cf soaring prices and short ages of propane 
this winter as curtailed industrial users en
ter t he propane market . 

Section 9. Civil and crimin~l penalties 
Any person who is det ermined by the Com

r.1lssion, Administrator, or Secretary of In
terior to have violated a provision of the bill 
e r any rule or order under the bill is liable to 
the United States for a civil penalty of not 
more than $10,000 for each violation. If any 
violation is a cont inuing one, e::i.ch day of 
violation constitutes a separate offense. A 
person may be found in violation of the bill 
only after notice and an opportunity to pre
sent his views. In determining the amount of 
such penalty, the Commission, the Adminis
trator, or the Secretary of Interior shall take 
into account the nature, circumstances, ex
tent, and gravity of the violation com
mitr,eed; as well as the degree of culpability, 
any prior offenses, the ability to pay, effect 
of a penalty on the ability to continue to do 
business, and such other matters as justice 
may require the amount of any such penalty 
shall be assessed by the Commission, the 
Administrator, or the Secretary of Interior 
by written notice. 

The civil penalt y may be compromised by 
the Commission, the Administrator, or the 
Secretary as the case may be or the civil 
penalty may be recovered in an action 
brought by the Attorney General on behalf 
of the United States in the appropriate 
United States district court. The amount o! 
such penalty, when finally determined under 
either procedure, may be deducted from any 
sums owed by the United States to the person 
charged. All penalties collected under this 
subsection shall be deposited in the Treasury 
of the United States as miscellaneous 
receipts. 

The bill also provides for criminal penalties 
for willfull violation of the act. A person is 
guilty of an offense if he willfully violates a 
provision of the bill or rule or order issued 
the bill under this act. Upon conviction, such 
person shall be subject, for each offense, to 
a fine of not more than $25,000, imprisonment 
for a term not to exceed 5 years, or both. 

Section 10. Enforcement 
Section 10 gives the Attorney General, at 

the request of the Commission, or the Ad
ministrator or the Secretary of Interior the 
authority to bring an action for equitable 
relief to redress a ...,iolation of a provision of 
the bill, or a rule or order under the bill. 
Any person may bring a civil action alleging 
a violation of a provision of the bill or rule 
or order under the bill. 

Jurisdiction and venue: The dist rict courts 
of the United States are given jurisdiction 
with respect to any civil action brought un
der subsection (a). The court shall have the 
power to grant such equitable relief as 1s 
necessary to prevent, restrain, or remedy the 
effect of such violation, including declaratory 
judgment, mandatory or prohibitive injunc
t ive relief, interim equitable relief. The 
courts further have the power to award (A) 
compensatory damages to any injured per
son or class of persons, (B) cost s of litiga
t ion, including reasonable attorney and ex
pert witness fees, and ( C) punitive damages, 
whenever and to the extent deemed neces
sary or appropriate to deter future violations. 

A rule or order prescribed under the bill ls 
subject to judicial review to the extent au
thorized by, and in accordance with, chapter 
7 of title 5, United States Code. However (A) 

the second sentence o! section 705 thereof 
is not applicable; and (B) the appropriate 
court shall only hold unlawful and set aside 
such a rule or order on a ground specified in 
subparagraphs (A) , (B) , ( C) , or (D) of sec
tion 706 (2) thereof. 

Section 11. Rulemaki ng 
Under Section 11 the FPC shall have au

thority to issue rules and orders applicable 
to any person which it determines are neces
sary or appropriate to carry out the purposes 
of the bill m addition to the authorities 
specifically granted by the bill. 

Section 12. Expiration 
Sections 4 (except subsection (g)), 5, 6, 7, 

8, and 11 ot t.he bill are to expire on mid
night June 30, 1976. Section 4(g) provides 
that if the Commission determines that nat
ural gas could have been produced and sold, 
but was not produced or sold, during the 
period from date of enactment through June 
30, 1976, then that new natural gas may not 
at any time thereafter be sold at a price 
higher than that permitted under section 4. 
Because of the need to have this provision in 
effect to prevent any withholding of produc
tion, it does not expire on June 30, 1976. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. :v!r. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. HOL
LINGS). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, it has been 
a pleasure working with the Senator from 
South Carolina and the Senator from 
Georgia in developing the provisions of 
s. 2310, as amended. It is my belief that 
this bill offers the best possible hope for 
alleviating the projected gas supply 
shortages for the coming winter at rea
sonable prices. Without emergency ac
tion on the part of Congress, widespread 
industrial and agricultural unemploy
ment in areas supplied by the interstate 
pipeline system is inevitable. In my State 
of Ohio, which experienced the largest 
firm curtailments in the country in the 
first quarter of 1975, it has been esti
mated that as many as 40,000 to 100,000 
jobs may well be lost this winter due to 
natural gas shortages alone. Nationally, 
this figure projects out to somewhere 
around 50,000 jobs that may be lost this 
winter, encompassing 14 States-mainly, 
the industrial States from the northeast, 
extending from New York to South Caro
lina and back into Ohio, roughly a tri
angle encompassing key manufacturing 
areas of this Nation. S. 2310 is directed 
solely at this winter's problem and does 
not, in any way, addr.;ss long-term pric
ing policies for natural gas. This is an 
emergency Act to cover a specific emer
gency period, effectively only from enact
ment through June of 1976. 

It does recognize, however, that pres
ent pricing disparities between the in
terstate and intrastate markets are 
largely responsible for the current 
shortages within the interstate system. 
The most significant provision of the 
bill would eliminate that disparity in 
emergency circumstances. 

After an FPC determination that gas 
curtailments in a particular area would 
create an emergency situation this win
ter, pipelines servicing that area would 
be granted a right of first refusal with 
respect to new onshore gas and gas 
otherwise available for sale at the price 
now prevailing in the intrastate market. 
That price, in turn, would constitute a 
ceiling price for all purchases of gas, in
terstat~ and intrastate. 

It should be emphasized that S. 2310 is 
not an allocation bill. Sellers of onshore 
gas would still be permitted to choose 
among competing intrastate and inter
st~te purchasers. 

Price considerations, however, would 
no longer pressure this gas to flow intra
state only. 

Under the conditions of price parity 
created by this bill, spokesmen for the 
Interstate Natural Gas Association have 
told us that they believe that a significant 
amount of the available natural gas could 
be bought by the interstate lines. 

S. 2310 would also provide the Fecleral 
Energy Administration with the author
ity to require conversion of gas-burning 
powerplants to coal and oil wherever 
practicable when such conversions can be 
carried out consistent with environmen
tal standards. 

In addition, the bill would require pro
duction of certain designated gas-pro
ducing fields at the maximum efficient 
rate of production. 

Finally, the bill would give a higher 
priority to the natural gas needs of the 
agriculture community, where the gas is 
essential to the production of the Na
tion's food supply. 

The administration and the Federal 
Power Commission have offered similar 
proposals which would also permit dis
tressed interstat·~ consumers to buy in
trastate onshore gas. Under those pro
posals, however, no price ceilings would 
be established and gas would simply flow 
to the highest bidder. Given the emer
gency conditions prevailing this winter, 
Mr. President, I can foresee this ap
proach resulting in price auctions and 
drastic price increases at a time when we 
can least afford them. We do not want to 
see a stampede for natural gas on this 
short-run basis. 

Administration spokesmen I have 
talked to have not argued that their bills 
will get us more gas or dispense it more 
equitably than would be the case under 
s. 2310. 

The long- and short-term considera
~ions, Mr. President, are, I think, very 
unportant because of the time element 
involved also. If we try to combine the 
long-term aspects of deregulation, and 
there are probably a half-dozen, at least 
various proposals regarding what w~ 
should do under long-term deregulation 
or similar type proposals, we will delay 
this beyond the time when it can do any 
good at all this winter. So time is of tre
mendous importance to us now. I feel 
that unless we can get an emergency bill 
through that will start diverting some 
natural gas within the next month or so, 
we will just not be able to cope with what 
is an emergency situation this winter. 
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The a.drninistration spokesmen have 

not argued that their unregulated price 
increases will get us more gas or dispense 
it more equitably this winter, rather 
they contend that their approach is eas
ier to administer. While conceding that. 
I strongly believe that the administra
tive requirements of S. 2310 are work
able and more than justified by the ben
efits which would result from the bill's 
enactment, particularly at a time of bud
ding economic recovery. 

Mr. President, over this past weekend, 
we have seen the OPEC nations intro
duce another price increase into the in
ternational market. We have seen that 
impact on our economy forecast in the 
billions and billions of dollars during a 
time of budding economic recovery. We 
do not want to add a natural gas price 
increase on top of that and further jeop
ardize this fragile economic recovery,. 
if, indeed, it has really started, which 
seems to be debatable in itself. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues to 
enact S. 2310, with the changes included 
in the substitute amendment, No. 934, as 
the best way of guaranteeing that we can 
avert an economic disaster this win
ter. It is a short-term, emergency bill,. 
designed for a short period of time. The 
Senators who have sponsored this--Sen
ator TALMADGE, Senator HOLLINGS, and 
myself-are committed to bringing up 
the long-term aspects of gas control or 
deregulation or whatever immediately 
after consideration of this emergency 
bill. 

Therefore, Mr. President, we urge our 
colleagues to enact S. 2310, as amended, 
with substitute amendment 934, as the 
best means of coping with the emergency 
that we see coming upon us this winter. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I am 
one of the three chief cosponsorn of 
S. 2310, the emergency natural gas bill 
now before us.. 

Earlier this year, I introduced two bills, 
S. 319. and s. 310. One of these bills 
would have provided a permanent nat
ural gas priority for agricultural users, 
and other, a 1-year priority. About 30 
other Senators joined me as consponsors 
of both of these bills. The provisions in 
our permanent bill were subsequently in
corparated in an overall natural gas bill 
reported by the Senate Commlttee on 
Commerce, S. 692. I understand a similar 
provision has since been incorporated in 
the Pearson-Bentsen substitute. 

Mr. President, I joined Senators HOL
LINGS and GLENN in the cogponsorship of 
S. 2310, because it seems to me that 
neither S. 692 nor the so-called Pearson
Bentsen substitute is likely to clear the 
Congress, or be signed into law in time 
to help relieve natural gas shortages that 
are certain to occur this winter in many 
parts of the Nation. Or put another way, 
Mr. President, I believe it is generally 
agreed that even immediate deconti·ol of 
natural gas will not produce any new 
supplies of gas for this coming winter. 
We have an acknowledged shortage ot 
natural gas and if we are to avoid major 
disruptions in our Nation's !ood and ag
ricultural sector and avoid substantial 
unemployment in some regions of our 
Nation this winter, action must be taken 
by Congress on an emergency bill imme
diately. 

Congressman DINGELL, who chairs the 
subcommittee that handles natural gas 
legislation 1n the House, has made it 
abundantly clear that he is prepared to 
move promptly in trying to gain House 
approval of an emergency bill. However, 
he also has suggested that little could 
probably be accomplished in moving 
S. 692, or any other omnibus gas bill, 
through the House in time to provide re
lief for distressed natural gas users by 
this winter. 

Mr. President, I hope the Senate will 
take up S. 692 and the other longer-term 
proposals, such as the Pearson-Bentsen 
substitute immediately following the dis
position of S. 2310-and not before, or 
instead of. 

The President, the 50 Governors and 
the Congress all have acknowledged that 
we are facing an emergency situation 
this next winter and gpring concerning 
natural gas supplies. So let us deal with 
the realities of that emergency now and 
then we can proceed immediately after
ward with debating the merits of the 
various longer-tenn natural gas bills or 
proposals that have been presented. 

Mr. President, based upon the Senate 
Commerce Committee hearings-and the 
many meetings we have held on S. 2310 
with those who may be affected by this 
bill-a number of amendments to S. 2310 
have been agreed to by those of us co
sponsoring this bill. 

All of these amendments are now re
:flected in amendment No. 934.. which is 
in the nature of a substitute to S. 2310. 

And among the amendments incorpo
rated in amendment No. 934, is a provi
sion for a straight extension of the man
datory propane regulations-through 
June 30, 1976-as contained in the Petro
leum Allocation Act of 1973. 

Mr. President, the extension of these 
propane regulations is absolutely essen
tial to our Nation's farmers and rural 
residents who,_ together, consume over 
20 percent of all propane sold in this 
country annually. These farm and rural 
users of propane have no means available 
to them. in the immediate future, to con
vert to other fuels. Ii these propane regu
lations are not extended-and soon
current supplies of propane could be dis
sipated almost overnight by nonhistorical 
industrial purchasers who are anxious 
to make such purchases as a fall-back 
fuel when subjected to natural gas cur
tailments. These large industrial pur
chasers can outbid any farmer or rural 
homeowner in competing for available 
supplies of propane under unregulated 
conditions. 

Propane prices already have advanced 
by nearly 50 percent in the futures mar
ket since April of this year. In October 
1972, farmers paid on the average, 15.6 
cents per gallon for propane. In October 
1973, the per gallon average was 16.9 
cents. Then in October 1974, the average 
price had jumped to 30.2 cents, which is 
about the level it is currently selling for 
at the farm level. If Congress fails to act 
soon in extending the 1973 propane reg
ulations, the large industrial buyers I 
mentioned earlier could drive the price 
of propane up another 10 or 20 cents per 
gallon very quickly. Such a development 
would result in chaos among farmers and 
rural residents, since they simply would 

not be able to obtain any propane this 
fall and winter to dry their crops, run 
their farm machines. or heat their 
homes. 

Mr. President, I believe I can say
without challenge-that S. 2310, in its 
present form, will hurt no one-but could 
help thousands of people avoid being cold 
and unemployed this winter, as well as 
help avoid numerous disruptions in our 
Nation's food and agriculture sector be
tween now and next July. 

Mr. President, those of us on the Sen
ate Committee on Agriculture and For
estry have done everything within our 
power these past 2 % years to minimize 
and avoid disruptions within the food 
and agriculture sector due to shortages 
of natural gas, propane, and petroleum. 

We helped obtain a priority for agri
culture with respect to the mandatory 
petroleum act regulations, which includ
ed propane. Our committee held several 
hearings and sponsored resolutions which 
were adopted by the Senate urging the 
Federal Power- Commission and other 
Government agencies to give fertilizer 
production and other aspects of food 
production the highest priority . .And fi
nally, we joined together in sponsoring 
legislation which would mandate a natu
ral gas priority for agriculture and food 
production. 

But despite all of our efforts, disrup
tions in the production of fertilizer, farm 
chemicals, and food supplies still oc
curred. The Federal Power Commission~ 
while somewhat helpful in the spring of 
1973, turned a deaf ear thereafter to 
our pleadings and requests for natural 
gas relief for fertilizer manufactmers, 
farm, and other food industry users. Last 
winter, several major nitrogen f ertllizer 
plants were either closed down or were 
forced to cut back on production due to 
natural gas curtailments. Further expan
sion of our Nation's nitrogen fertilizer 
production capacity also continues to be 
inhibited by the inability of many pro
ducers to obtain additional gas supplies. 
A Federal Power Commission judge re
cently recommended against a transfer 
of natural gas from the Atlanta Gas & 
Light Co. to Columbian Nitrogen Corp. 
for just such an expansion. Atlanta Gas 
& Light joined Columbian Nitrogen Corp. 
in making this request to the Commis
sion. Unless this shift of gas is permitted, 
which S. 2310 would provide for, a major 
additional source of nitrogen fertilizer 
will be denied to the farmers of Georgia 
and other States throughout the country. 

Last week the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture announced that a recent 
Government survey of anhydrous am
monia producers revealed that ammonia 
production during the period of July 
1975, through June 1976, is now pro
jected to be reduced by an estimated 
670,000 tons due to natural gas curtail
ments. The survey further revealed that 
554,000 tons, or 83 percent of this reduced 
tonnage-, will be in plants served by dis
tributors dependent on natural gas sup
plied by interstate pipelines. 

Mr. President, we cannot Just sit back 
and let this sort of thing happen. And, 
in my judgment, we cannot rely upon the 
Federal Power Commission or its lengthy, 
bureaucratic, adjudicatory process to 
avoid such curtailments this winter. And 



30708 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE September 29, 1975 
furthermore, I honestly do not believe 
we can rely upon "immediate decontrol 
of natural gas" to avoid such curtail
ments in the immediate months ahead. 
In short, Mr. President, I believe the 
Senate must break its continuing "policy 
paralysis" on this question and act im
mediately on S. 2310, followed by action 
on S. 692 and related bills. 

Mr. President, in closing, I would like 
to ask the distinguished :floor m anager 
of this bill, Mr. HOLLINGS, several ques
tions for the purpose of clarifying cer
tain provisions of S . 2310, as amended 
by its sponsors. 

First, am I c01 rect in stating, un der the 
agricultural priority provisions of this 
bill, that those fertilizer manufactm·ers 
who wish to contract for additional sup
plies of natural gas to expand their ex
isting production capacity or to operate 
new plants will be permitted to do so, 
if the Secretary of Agriculture certifies 
to the Commission that such additional 
production is essential? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes, the Senator is 
absolutely correct, as long as the natural 
gas obtained is utilized to satisfy either 
the feedstock or process fuel require
ments of such plants. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Second, am I COlTect 
in stating that contracts entered into for 
such purposes can extend beyond the 
July 1, 1976, termination date of this 
bill. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes, the Senator is 
correct in that interpretation as it re
lates to the Commission's authority 
under the Natural Gas Act. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Am I correct in stat
ing that the agricultural and food indus
try priority users of natural gas referred 
to in this bill will not be subject to any 
natural gas curtailments as it relates to 
their existing boiler fuel requirements if 
they do not have the necessary equip
ment in place to burn petroleum prod
ucts or other alternate fuels? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes, the Senator is 
correct in that statement. In addition, 
such priority users would have their 
existing boiler fuel requirements pro
tected from curtailment, even if they 
have such conversion equipment in place, 
but cannot, on the other hand, obtain 
the necessary alternate fuels. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Am I correct in stat
ing that the natural gas that may be re
quired by any food industry priority user 
ref en·ed to in this bill can be obtained 
either from the interstate pipeline serv
ing them or their distributor, but not 
from another interstate pipeline? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes, that statement 
is correct. And access to intrastate gas 
supplies-as provided in this bill-would 
be provided to such priority users 
through the interstate gas pipeline serv
ing them. 

Mr. TAI.MADGE. What action could 
an agricultural or food industry priority 
user take, who is currently served by an 
intrastate pipeline, if such pipeline or 
other source of intrastate gas refuse t.o 
sell or transport the gas they require to 
avoid curtailment or to expand produc
tion as provided under this bill? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Such a priority user 
could buy his gas directly from an intra-

state producer, and what would happen 
would be up to State law. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Can an interstate 
pipeline purchaser-as provided under 
S. 2310, as amended-purchase gas from 
an int.m state pipeline as well as an intra
st ate producer without such gas being 
subject to the jurisdiction of the Federal 
Power Commission? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes, with the under
standing that, under this bill, and the 
pending amendment, of course, we would 
be establishing a ceiling price for all 
sales of new natural gas during the pe
riod which this act would be in effect. 

Mr. TALMADGE. I thank the distin
guished gentleman from South Carolina 
for these clarifications of S. 2310, as 
amended, by its sponsors. 

Mr. President, I yield the :floor. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, let me 

thank the Senator--
Mr. TALMADGE. Will the distin

guished Senator from South Carolina 
yield for a unanimous consent? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes. 
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that James Thornton 
of the staff of the Agriculture and For
estry Committee be granted privilege of 
the :floor during the consideration of this 
measure, including the vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GLENN). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I would like to in
quire of the distinguished Senator from 
South Carolina <Mr. HOLLINGS) whether 
S. 2310, as amended by the sponsors 
would deal with the serious shortage of 
propane and butane gas that could de
velop this winter as a result of the expi
ration of the petroleum allocation pro
gram? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes, and I consider 
it to be one of the most important as
pects of this emergency legislation. Sen
ators GLENN, TALMADGE, and myself have 
been deeply concerned about the prob
lem and we were pleased to incorporate 
in the bill the amendment drawn up by 
the distinguished Senator from Missouri 
<Mr. EAGLETON) who has been one of the 
leaders in the senate on this issue, and 
whose State, I believe, is one of the larg
est users of propane in the Nation. The 
amendment, which is section 8 on page 
15 of the substitute bill, would simply 
extend the existing propane allocation 
and price control program for the dura
tion of the supply emergency period. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I am pleased to hear 
that. I have been concerned that with the 
prospect of serious natural gas short
ages this winter, there could be a stam
pede by industry looking for propane as 
a substitute. That happened two winters 
ago with the result that propane prices 
soared from about 14 cents a gallon to as 
much as 40 cents a gallon in some parts 
of Missouri. Even at that price thou
sands of homes went without heat and 
plants and businesses were forced to close 
because there was no propane to be 
found. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. As I am sure the 
Senator knows, propane gas represents 
only about 2 percent of the Nation's en
ergy supply and it could not begin to 
make up the shortfall in natural gas 

that is expected in some regions. But, at 
the same time, propane is critically im
portant to rural homeowners and farm
ers who live in areas not served by na t
ural gas lines and who have nc, othel' 
way of heating their homes. We simp}J 
cannot allow new, nonhistoric users tc 
come into this market and bid the prod 
uct away. If we do, we could have a dis
aster on our hands this winter. 

Mr. EAGLETO.F. I might add to that 
list of priority users for propane, "peak 
shaving" by large urban gas distribu
tion companies. This represents a very 
small fraction of overall propane use
about 2 percent-but catastroph ic conse
quences could result if these companies 
were not assured a supply to meet peak 
wint er needs. This use of propane has 
the same priority as rural home use in my 
opinion. It is used for space heating, hot 
water heating, and cooking. The only 
difference is that an urban customer is 
using a combination of natural gas and 
propane. It is essential that this historic 
use of propane continue to be met if we 
are going to avoid additional curtail
ments of service this winter. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I agree with the dis
tinguished Senator from Missouri. I 
would note further that propane his
torically has been used as a feedstock 
by petrochemical plants and for cer
tain other industrial processes. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Propane should con
tinue to be subject to regulation in order 
to protect the diversion of it from his
toric users who are wholly dependent 
upon it and have no alternative fuel 
available to substitute for its use. With 
the advent of deeper natural gas cur
tailments, many industrial firms will tum 
to propane which is readily substitutable 
for natural gas. Their entrance into the 
propane market and their willingness to 
pay practically any price for propane, 
due to the relatively minor portion 
energy costs constitute compared to the 
total cost of their product, will rapidly 
consume current inventories, create 
shortages, and drive propane prices to 
unparalleled heights. 

I do not think it is enough to have a 
75-day extension of the allocation au
thority. That does not meet the problem. 
We have to provide some certainty and 
stability in this market. That is why I 
think it is essential that propane con
trols be continued on a longer basis as it 
will be wider section 8 of this bill. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I can assure the dis
tinguished Senator from Missouri that 
the sponsors of the bill are in full ac
cord with his views on the importance 
of this provision. And, again, I want to 
credit the Senator from Missouri for 
having drafted this amendment and 
argued so eloquently for its inclusion in 
this bill in cooperation with the Sena
tor from Georgia. 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, as we 
debate all aspects of the issue of natural 
gas production and conservation, I want 
to make certain that we do not overlook 
the interest of agriculture as it relates to 
the dah·y industry. 

Mille production on our farms utilizes 
very little energy in the raw milk proc
ess. but once the milk is produced it is 
very perishable in liquid form and must 
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be processed to allow for storage so that 
seasonal surpluses can be utilized and 
economically distributed. 

In my State of Minnesota about 3.4 
billion pounds of skim milk and 1.4 bil
lion pounds of liquid whey are processed 
annually as a byproduct of butter and 
cheese production. 

If the byproduct is not processed there 
are only two alternatives for using the 
skim milk and liquid whey: First, feed 
as much as possible to livestock; and 
second, dump the rest. Using this valu
able protein sow·ce for livestock feed is 
not economical and dumping creates 
ecological problems and tremendous eco
nomic loss to our dairy farmers and their 
cooperatives. 

To even contemplate dumping is un
thinkable in the f-ace of the tremendous 
need for nonfat dry milk. Under the Pub
lic Law 480 program about 100 million 
pounds of milk powder was utilized this 
past fiscal year. 

These byproducts of butter and cheese 
contribute significantly to the Nation's 
nutritional needs and to the agricultural 
economy. Currently these products are 
being dried in plants using direct com
bustion driers. These driers require nat
ural gas as a clean burning fuel for 
product purity. Propane has been used as 
a substitute during small natural gas 
cutbacks but propane supply is limited 
and not available to meet total needs. 

I want to be certain in my understand
ing that the legislation now beir_g con
sidered does assure a high priority status 
for natural gas for use in food process
ing, and particularly in the prooessing of 
skim milk and liquid whey into dry form. 

Is that the sponsor's intent? 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes, if the Secretary 

of Agriculture determined such uses to 
be essential food processing purposes 
and found that natural gas was neces
sary for such purposes. 

Mr. MONDALE. I am generally in 
favor of the passage of this bill and I 
will vote for it. In particular, I am 
pleased to see that section 5(a) of the 
amendments to S. 934 gives a priority 
for essential agricultural, food process
ing, and packaging uses of natural gas 
because the problems of providing food 
at reasonable prices is of great concern. 

As I know the Senator is aware, the 
farmers and food processors in my home 
State of Minnesota provide commodi
ties for the American marketplace. The 
quality, variety, and abundance of this 
produce has been unequaled in the his
tory of the world. A reasonable cost for 
most of these goods, however, depends 
upon adequate amounts of natural gas. 
Certain steps in preparation and pack
aging simply cannot be done without 
the use of natural gas. One procedure 
involves the singeing of hairs and bris
tles from the carcasses of hogs so that 
they c~n be cooked, packed, and dis
trP-·uted in the forms that the public 
knows and enjoys-ham, sausage, lunch
mca t, and frankfurters. Last year every 
American consumed the equivalent of 
65 pounds of pork. The Senator can un
derstand that a change in processing 
fuels could mean a cession of production 
o ... · a reduction in efficiency of one-third. 

Therefore, I am concerned that the 
Secretary of Agriculture have proper 
guidance in making his determinations 
as to what Is an essential agricultural 
use. 

Am I correct in assuming that this 
essential agricultural, food processing, 
and packaging priority was added to 
this bill in order to assure the continued 
availability of natural gas for essential 
agricultural commodities where natural 
gas usage is necessary. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes, we are vitally 
concerned with assuring that the Amer
ican consumer continue to enjoy the 
varied and stable marketplace for food 
products which they have known in the 
past. This includes the ability to pur
chase these essential foods at a reason
able price. One matter which the Sec
retary of Agriculture will consider in 
determining whether natural gas is nec
essary for essential agricultural uses 
will be the practicability of alternative 
fuel use by such users. 

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator 
for that clarification because it certainly 
will be important to evaluate the prac
ticability of converting to alternative 
fuels for agricultural user:;. 

I notice that section 5(a) (1) lists a 
number of agricultural uses of natural 
gas-irrigation pumping, crop dry
ing, raw material feedstock, production 
of fertilizer, and agricultural chemicals. 
Does this list prevent the Secretary 
from finding that other essential agri
cultural, food processing, and packaging 
uses for which natural gas is necessary? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. No, the enumeration 
in the section is not in tended to be in
clusive. He is to make the determination 
of what the essential uses are, whether 
natural gas is necessary-consistent with 
the provisions of section 5(b)-and how 
much gas must be made available for 
those purposes. The list is merely an 
illustration of the types and uses that 
the Secretary may designate. 

Mr. MONDALE. Would it also be cor
rect to say that the enumeration of those 
purposes does not give them priority over 
other essential agricultural, food proc
essing, and packaging uses which the 
Secretary may determine are essential? 
In other words, this enumeration will not 
have the effect of creating a third prior
ity for some agricultural uses? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. The Senator from 
Minnesota is correct that these numer
ated uses do not re.ceive a special priority 
simply because they were listed. 

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator. 
Perhaps you will indulge me two more 
questions. Was it the view of the sponsor 
of S. 2310, as amended, that among the 
essential food processing and agricul
tural purposes would be the process ovens 
or chambers which are used in the meat
packing Industry to cook and prepare 
ham, bacon, frankfurters, luncheon meat, 
and other meat products? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Well, we are generally 
aware of the factors the Senator has 
raised, although I appreciate his bring
ing them more concretely to our atten
tion. Under the terms of this bill, the 
decision must rest with the Secretary of 
Agriculture. However, it would seem that 

the situation the Senator outlines falls 
within the kind of activity that the Sec
retary could find was an essential pur
pose and that natural gas is necessary for 
that purpose. 

Mr. MONDALE. Finally, would the 
equipment which I mentioned earlier for 
singeing hog carcasses be included in the 
category of an essential food processing 
use? The Senator will recall that no 
alternati•1e to this gas-fueled equipment 
is available except at high cost which 
might prevent the large-scale processing 
of pork products. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I believe that the an
swer to this question is the same as my 
reply to the previous question. 

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator. 
I also want to make sure that the con
sequences of the determinations made by 
the Secretary of Agriculture will not re
sult in disorganization of our agricultural 
economy. I would find it highly undesir
able if some essential product lines had 
to be discontinued, or the price of the 
commodities increased to the point where 
it might become prohibitive for most 
consumers. 

Is it the view of the committee that 
the Secretary of Agriculture will con
sider the economic and practical feasibil
ity of alternative fuels as an important 
factor in deciding what is and what is 
not an essential agricultural or food 
processing use? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. The Secretary of 
Agriculture would first identify essential 
agricultural food processing and packag
ing uses. In determining whether natural 
gas is necessary for such uses he would 
consider whether it is possible for such 
users to use alternative fuel. To the ex
tent alternative fuel use is not reason
ably possible, he would certify the 
amount of natural gas is necessary to the 
Commission. 

Mr. MONDALE. Then, if the Secretary 
were to find that the denial of natural 
gas for a particular use, especially for 
production of a product of high nutri
tional value, such as complete protein 
products, would result in: First, poten
tially prohibitive capital investment to 
convert to an alternative fuel; second, 
great inefficiency in the production of 
products due to a decrease in producing 
capacity; or third, a reduction in the 
quality of a product which would require 
further processing, thus adding to the 
cost of the product and the price which 
a consumer would pay, ther.l he could find 
that the use of natural gas was neces
sary under the terms of section 6<a>? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes, we intend that 
the Secretary consider economic feasi
bility for alternative fuels and where 
he finds in the case of any particular es
sential commodity that the use of the 
alternative would increase cost to prohib
itive levels or unreasonably curtail pro
duction, even to the extent that the 
plants processing such essential commod
ities might be forced to C'lose, he may 
find that natural gas is necessary even 
where it is technically possible to use 
alternative fuel. 

Mr. MONDALE. Since this legislation 
is concerned with the conservation and 
allocation of a resource which is scarce, 
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am I correct in assuming that the Sec
retary will find that the use of natural 
gas is essential for agricultural food proc
essing if the only alternative would be a 
fuel which requires the use of natural 
~as in its production, so that there would 
be no saving or perhaps even a deficit? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. We do not intend that 
the determinations of the Secretary of 
essential uses result in the greater con
sumption of natural gas by the produc
tion of an alternative fuel than is con
sumed by a direct use of natural gas in 
the particular agricultural process. 
Therefore, if the only alternative in a 
particular case is the use of some fuel 
which cannot be manufactured without 
using great quantities of natural gas, 
then the Secretary would be justified in 
making a find that the original process
ing use was essential. 

Mr. President, at this moment I wish 
t o acknowledge the tremendous leader
ship given by the occupant of the Chair, 
the Senator from Ohio (Mr . GLENN), as 
well as the leadership, cooperation and 
guidance we have received, particularly 
on the agricultural and propane phase 
of this bill, from the Sena tor from 
Georgia (Mr. TALMADGE ) . 

I might also add that in the field of 
pr opane, the distinguished Senator from 
Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON) was very help
ful in working out that ection of our 
amendment. 

It should be emphasized that, in con
trast with all the confrontation and the 
particular divisiveness of the charges 
and countercharges, going from January 
when the President started right down 
through almost October with respect to 
oil prices, on this particular emergency 
natural gas measure every effort was 
made to work with the President, with 
the administration, with the House lead
ership, with the interstate pipelines, and 
all those interested in this particular 
measure. 

At the instance of the Senator from 
Ohio, various meetings have been held 
with Mr. Zarb, Mr. Hill, and others from 
the Federal Energy Administration. That 
is not to say, and I do not want to mis
lead, that our particular amendment has 
the support of Mr. Zarb and the FEA, but 
we worked out every particular facet we 
could with the idea and with the intent 
of trying to-almost like the Mafia-pre
sent an offer that could not be refused. 
At least, it would be divorced of all the 
controversial sectional and proprietary 
interests that have cross cU!'rents in the 
entire energy field. 

Mr. President, we wanted to try to 
reduce everything down to dealing with 
this particular natural gas emergency. 
Pursuing that, the Senator from Ohio 
and myself contacted the House leader
ship through Mr. DINGELL, chairman of 
the House Subcommittee on Energy and 
Power, and that amendment and bill, 
S. 2310, for all intents and purpases, was 
worked out jointly. We had a joint news 
conference to that effect. 

With the help of the Senator from 
Georgia we worked very carefully to 
make certain that food and fertilizer 
users were given priority, and that the 
controls for p1·opane would be extended 
until the end of June of next year. 

· While we talked about an emergency, 
this bill and the substitute amendment 
had not been gotten up in emergency 
fashion, and it is to be acknowledged 
that the distinguished Senator from 
Kansas on the other side of the aisle, 
the leader for the minol'ity, has been 
having hearings, listening to witnesses 
with myself and others for many, many 
years. 

I remember the Senator from Kansas 
trying to work out a solution last year 
and had one that was pretty well worked 
out between himself at that time and, I 
think, the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
STEVENSON). Then we were somewhat 
sidet racked by administration opposition. 

But the point is that we were all work
ing ea rlier this year. The Committee on 
Commerce was ready much earlier. 

We had some delay with actually 
marking up the Natural Gas Production 
and Conservation Act <S. 692) bill be
cause the chairman of the Committee on 
Finance, the Senator from Louisiana, 
wanted to be present as we marked up 
the bill, and had the responsibility for 
the particular tax rebate and tax reduc
tion bill, the economic initiative we took 
in March, but we reported this the first 
week in May and have been ready to go 
except for certain holdups all summer. 

We hoped to have the comprehensive 
solution debated in full on the Senate 
:floor long before now, sent to the House 
and signed into law, but other problems 
have arisen. Thus we were required to 
consider an emergency gas bill to deal 
with this winter's shortage. 

Suffice it to say, these Senators, the 
Senator from Ohio and the Senator from 
Georgia, have worked hard and diligently 
in trying to reconcile the differences to 
bring this particular emergency measure 
to the :floor. 

Mr. PEARSON. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes. 
Mr. PEARSON. I shall not detain the 

Senator from Colorado. 
Mr. President, I commend the sponsors 

of s. 2310 for putting in what I take is a 
new section, section 8, in their amend
ment in the nature of a substitute on S. 
2310-which I think is the propane pro
vision. Is that correct? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. That is correct. 
Mr. PEARSON. As I understand it, 

that is quite necessary. 
On Friday last, when we passed H.R. 

9524, it had in that provision an exten
sion in the Emergency Petroleum Alloca
tion Act, an extension of these powers, 
but that act would probably expire and 
will expire, I assume, on November 15, 
pursuant to the extension of time on old 
oil decontrol. 

So I think this is a good amendment to 
S. 2310 and I commend the Senator for it. 

I want to ask a question, though, pur
suant to the inquiries made by the Sen
ator from Georgia and the responses 
made by the Senator from South Caro
lina, wherein he made certain responses 
as to the agricultural priority. I direct 
the attention of the Senator from South 
Carolina to pages 9 and 10 of the bill, 
section 5. 

The first paragraph of section 5 per
taining to the availability of gas for agri-

cultural uses spells out, I believe, the pri
ority that he responded to with the Sen
ator from Georgia. But what concerns 
me, I might say to the Senator, is para
graph 2, wherein it says, reading from 
paragraph 2, line 12: 

No prohibition pursuant to paragraph (1) 
of this subsection may be inconsistent with 
the goals of substantially minimizing unem
ployment-

I read that as stating that the primary 
goal of this particular section, which 
deals with agricultural priorities, would 
place, in my own words, unemployment 
first and, second, one would have the 
residences, small businesses, public 
health and safety, and then agricultural 
priorities last, or at least in third posi
tion. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. The agricultural pri
or ity is, let us say, on the same level 
because unemployment is the thrust of 
the emergency bill. 

It is not intended that we turn down 
or close down plants and cause unneces
sary unemployment to serve marginal 
agricultural purposes. We have to weigh 
the unemployment impact against the 
benefits of serving agricultural users. 
That is the guiding factor in every par
ticular priority given under this emer
gency measure. 

In other words, we are trying to assure 
that priority agricultural users a1·e served 
but not by causing massive unemploy
ment. 

The Commission is to determine where 
the shortages to essential users are and 
these areas are then to be declared as 
priority interstate purchasers to come 
into the intrastate market. It is obvious 
that the intent here is that no one would 
have a priority to cause massive unem
ployment. 

Mr. PEARSON. I thank the Senator 
for responding. Let me repeat once again 
that my reading of section 5, with an 
understanding of the winter curtailments 
and shortages of gas, no matter which 
particular emergency proposal is finally 
accepted, and I hope one will be ac
cepted, I read this particular agricul
tural priority as setting unemployment 
:first and then the residential, small cus
tomers, hospitals and public health and 
safety as next, and agriculture as the 
third level. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. We are trying to 
weigh agriculture and unemployment 
equally. We just do not want to cause 
unemployment when we provide gas to 
the domestic, the hospital, or the a.gri
cul tural user. 

Mr. PEARSON. I think it is important, 
I will say to the Senator. Testimony has 
been that there is 200 billion to 250 bil
lion cubic feet available this year on a 
shortage running about 1.3 trillion feet, 
as the Senator said in his opening state
ment. With these emergencies, we are not 
going to solve, as the Senator also cor
rectly stated, the long-term proposition, 
and we are not going to solve all the 
unemployment problems this winter 
either. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. We are trying to take 
the winter of 1975-76 and bring us back 
t.o where we were last winter where we 
had a shortage of trillion cubic feet. We 
are trying to eliminate that projected in .. 
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crease jn the shortage from la.iSt winter 
to this winter, na:qiely about_ 300 _billion 
cubic feet: _ . _ . . 

Mr. PEARSON. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. HASKELL. Mr. President, I would 

like to take this opportunity to couimend 
t-he Senator from South Carolina (Mr. 
HOLLINGS), the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
GLENN), and the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. TALMADGE) in undertaking this 
measure which will deal with what is 
going to be, without any question, a 
short-term dislocation in the supply of 
natural gas. 

I think the measure does it very com
petently and very adequately. 

The amendment that I will introduce 
later, on behalf of myself and the Sena
tor from Maine (Mr. HATHAWAY), the 
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. HUM
PHREY), the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. RrnrcoFF), and the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. STEVENSON)' deals with what 
I consider to be a problem that is not just 
germane to the bill but is germane to the 
emergency. 

The Senator from South Carolina in
dicated that he thought the amendment 
I intend to introduce was germane to the 
bill, but possibly not to the emergency. 
I believe that it is absolutely the guts of 
the whole problem. We do not have the 
faintest idea as to the amount of proved 
reserves of natural gas the Nation pos
sesses. I hope to demonstrate this in the 
course of my discussion. 

We do not know the correct amount 
of proved reserves for several reasons. 
The present reporting system itself is 
based upon guesswork. Even if the sys
tem were allowed to operate without ma
nipulation, the result clearly would be 
inaccurate unless due to a one-in-a-mil
lion shot the guess happens to be right. 

A second reason we do not know what 
the reserves are, and this I believe will 
be demonstrated, is that the system is 
not allowed to operate correctly. We real
ly do not even have guesswork. 

I believe it is extremely clear that we 
have a deliberate and contrived under
statement of proved reserves. 

Obviously, I do not have the expertise 
or the resources on my own to develop 
all the information that I am going to 
present. I have relied upon information 
developed by the Federal Trade Com
mission. I would like to make reference 
to a particular document and its ex
hibits. It is a memorandum to the Com
mission by FTC staff attorneys dated 
March 25, 1975, File No. 711-0042. The 
memorandum recommends that a com
plaint be issued against the American 
Gas Association and several major oil 
companies. 

To this memorandum are appended 
various and multitudinous documents 
~md depositions taken by members of 
the Commission of personnel connected 
with the American Gas Association and 
with the various producing companies. 

Mr. President, the amendment that I 
shall introduce on behalf of myself and 
my colleagues will do several things. 

No. 1, it will provide a clear legislative 
directive to the Federal Power Commis
sion to gather reserve data independ
ently from the American Gas Associa
tion. 

The Federal Power Commission will 
be directed to gather info-rmation on the 
amount of proved reserves· from each 
producer on a reservoir-by:...reservoir 
basis. The statements shall be submitted 
under oath and will be subject to audit 
on things such as well pressure, core 
samples and the producer's internally 
used reserve estimates. 

There will be in the bill a small pro
ducer exemption from parts of this pro
cedure, but the portion of the industry 
covered accounts for a substantial num
ber of reserves. 

The first report under my amendment 
will be due 90 days from the time of en
actment and reports will be due yearly 
thereafter. 

Why do I say this is an emergency mat
ter? I say that the first thing we must 
have is the facts. Until we have the facts, 
it is impossible to legislate with any de
gree of intelligence. Therefore, I have put 
a 90-day limitation or stricture on the 
Federal Power Commission to get the 
facts. 

At the moment for our information we 
rely entirely on an organization called 
the American Gas Association. Through 
a committee it gathers and gives to the 
Federal Power Commission and other 
agencies of Government so-called proved 
reserves. That committee is called the 
Committee on Natural Gas Reserves. The 
committee, in turn, is divided into 10 sub
committees. Those subcommittees are as
signed sections of the country. 

There are two meetings a year of each 
subcommittee, one in January and a 
second in February. At the January 
meeting, individual subcommittee mem
bers are assigned fields upon which to 
report. Their report is then given to the 
subcommittee at its February meeting 
and there adopted. 

To give Senators a slight flavor of the 
composition of these subcommittees, the 
Texas-Gulf Coast Subcommittee was, as 
of the date of this reading, composed of 
three employees of Exxon and two em
ployees of Texaco. The members of the 
subcommittees are employees of the 
major producing companies in this coun
try. According to the testimony of sub
committee members, there is an attempt 
to assign an individual, John Jones, who 
may be a representative of Gulf, to an 
area in which Gulf has an ownership in
terest. But Gulf does not have an interest 
in all the leases in its assigned fields and 
at times Gulf does not even have an in
terest in the field at all. 

Now we come to how they arrive at 
reserves. The evidence is that where a 
subcommittee member's employer has an 
interest in a field, they have access to 
internal data and generally use those 
data. Where they do not have an interest 
they call the producer of the lease, maybe 
adjoining or maybe two leases away. 
They give him an educated guess on the 
telephone, and say, "Is this in the ball 
park?" The response is that it is in the 
ball park. There is no acce.ss to raw data 
and no analysis whatsoever. 

Then there is the situation, for exam
ple, where the question is what to do 
when a field is not hooked up to a pipe
line. What do you do then, if you do not 
have access to the raw data? 

One representative of a major com
pany said that in such fields he included 
only a "nominal amount" for reserve. 

Bear in mind, this is a discovery, but 
he includes a nominal amount-just, I 
guess, so that he does not forget the 
field. 

So this is the way the system is 
intended to work. These people then 
come back to their February meeting. 
At their February meetings, there is no 
raw data, there is no examination or 
analysis. There is, according to testi
mony, a check for arithmetical error. 
Then the subcommittee aggregates the 
proved reserve estimates and forwards 
them upstream. They are put together 
in the report of the American Gas As
sociation, through its Committee on Nat
ural Gas. 

I said that at best the system was 
guesswork. I am hoping, assuming that 
Senators concur with my facts, they 
would agree with me. I would like to 
stress that anyone who does not concur 
with my facts should look at the very 
voluminous record compiled by the Fed
eral Trade Commission. Look at the rec
ord, or send a member of staff down to 
look at it, and each Member of the Sen
ate can arrive at his ovm conclusion. 

I also said that in the opinion of this 
Senator, there are deliberate understate
ments of the proved reserves. That raises 
the question of why in the world would 
anyone want to understate proved re
serves? One would think the contrary 
would be true. 

To realize the inducement for under
statement, it is necessary to examine the 
pricing procedure adopted by the Fed
eral Power Commission. The Federal 
Power Commission sets the price depend
ent upon the discovery of new reserves. 
Therefore, if you spend a given dollar 
amount and discover one-half X, ob
viously it is more expensive than if you 
discover one full X. This method of ar
riving at price was developed in the 
Permian Basin area rate proceeding, and 
was the subject of a Supreme Court de
cision in 1968. 

Let us look and see whether or not 
there is evidence of reaction to this 
Permian Basin decision. 

Mr. President, there are some ex
tremely interesting figures, as a result 
?f the Permian Basin case. For example, 
m one 20 field study the FTC found an 
interesting discrepancy between the AGA 
statistics and the companies' own in
ternally used estimates. For the year 
1966, before the Permian decision, the 
AGA estimate exceeded the company 
estimate by 290 billion cubic feet. Admin
istratively this was about the time the 
FPC adopted the Permian method and 
before the case had gone to the Supreme 
Court. So we find in 1967 the A.GA esti
mate is less than the company estimate 
by 324 billion cubic feet. 

In 1968 the AGA estimate was less 
than company estimate by 103 billion 
cubic feet. 

Now, hear this: 1968 was the time that 
the Supreme Court affirmed the Permian 
decision saying that the greater your 
cost of discovery, the greater the plice 
you get. 

Let us see what the discrepancy is be-
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tween the AGA and the company esti
mate. In 1969, the AGA estimate was less 
than the company estimate by 502 bil
lion cubic feet. In 1970, it was less than 
the company estimate by 823 billion cubic 
feet. 

Mr. President, it seems to me a very 
clear indication of a reaction guided by 
t'nlightened self-interest. 

There is another extremely interesting 
bit of information. Under FPC proce
dur~. to get a certificate to construct a 
pipeline, one has to prove that he has 
enough reserves to economically support 
the pipeline. So, the pipeline goes to the 
companies to obtain reserve estimates 
and raw data and submits those to the 
FPC in support of a certificate of public 
convenience and necessity to lay the 
pipeline. 

FPC staff had the bright idea of going 
to these certification hearings determin
ing what the data indicated. 

There were 31 leases involved in this 
particular analysis, and the result was 
that proved reserves on these 31 leases 
exceeded by 1. 7 trillion cubic feet all the 
proved reserves in the area as reported 
by the AGA for over 900 leases. 

Mr. President, I find this slightly con
vincing that there has been some mon
key business going on. There is another 
most interesting statement that im
pinges on this entire situation. 

Mr. BUMPERS assumed the chair at 
this point. 

Mr. HASKELL. The American Associ
ation of Petroleum Geologists yearly 
puts out a bulletin which is devoted to 
analyzing the previous year's drilling ac
tivity in each oil and gas region. 

I quote from a couple of these Amer
ican Association of Petroleum Geologists 
bulletins: 

First, from the June 1968 bulletin, 
page 1022: 

The offshore success percentage has been 
affected significantly by the practice of some 
operators of drilling wildcat wells on off
shore leases with the intention of plugging 
them, tha.t is, failing to complete, whether 
or not they found hydrocarbon accumula
tion. Some of the plugged and abandoned 
offshore wildcats undoubtedly were not dry. 
Some offshore fields are now being developed 
without a discovery having been announced. 

This is the American Association of 
Petroleum Geologists talking. 

So I ask the Chair and our colleagues 
whether or not they think these unan
nounced discoveries in unannounced 
fields ever ended up in the AGA esti
mates. 

I go on f r-0m the same page of the 
Petroleum Geologists bulletin: 

Offshore there are several places in which 
hydrocarbon accumulations obviously have 
been found without completions having 
been explored with expendable tests which 
have been ma.de. These structures are not 
designed for future reentry and production. 
Production facilities and pipelines have been 
announced for some of the fields on which 
no discoveries have been reported. 

I say to those people who have any 
familiarity with the oil and gas busi
ness, to put in production facilities or 
lay a pipeline without a discovery is like 
a circus without a clown or like a bird 
without feathers. In other words, it is 
an impossibility. 

I will skip 1969 and go to 1970. On 
page 1034 of the bulletin, I find the 
following: 

The offshore success is again affected by 
the practice of some opera.tors to plug wild
cat wells even though a commercial accumu
lation may be found. 

So, Mr. President, we have basically 
a system which if it worked the way it 
was meant to work, would result in 
guesswork. 

We have a situation where the more 
it costs you to discover, the more you get 
paid by the FPC. This is clearly an in
ducement to understate reserves. 

We have factual information by which 
the Federal Power Commission, looking 
8lt just 31 leases-because they had ac
cess to only 31-came up with 1.7 trillion 
more in reserves than reported by AGA 
on 900 leases. 

We have the extremely interesting co
incidence of reserve additions falling off 
sharply and dramatically the minute the 
Federal Power Commission adopted this 
new way of pricing. 

So I say to the Senator from South 
Carolina that my amendment is germane 
to the emergency. It is an emergency in 
this land when we have no knowledge of 
gas reserves. 

I compliment the distinguished Sena
tor from South Carolina <Mr. HOLLINGS), 
the distinguished Senator from Ohio 
(Mr. GLENN), and the distinguished Sen
ator from Georgia (Mr. TALMADGE) for 
getting on top of this emergency situa
tion. I hope that when I submit this 
amendment, the distinguished Senators 
will agree with this Senator that not 
knowing the reserves of this country is 
in fact an emergency. Because until we 
have those :figures, we really cannot 
seriously address the long-term situation. 
I merely ask the distinguished Senators 
to take that into consideration. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Is it in the Senator's 

contemplation that the Federal Power 
Commission in securing the statistical in
formation, as proposed by the Senator's 
amendment, would really get any reliable 
statistical information between now, say, 
and November 15? 

What really must happen in this emer
gency is that curtailed pipelines will have 
to get into that intrastate market, at pre
vailing intrastate prices. The Federal 
Power Commission is working at this very 
time in trying to find out what the pre
vailing area of prices are in anticipation 
of this legislation being enacted. Then 
the interstate pipeline buyers will have 
to get into Texas, Louisiana, and Okla
homa and start making their purchases, 
in order to get the gas on board, in the 
pipelines, certainly no later than Janu
ary. 

But the distinguished Senator is exact
ly right-lack of information is an emer
gency. But, then, how many emergencies 
can be handled by one emergency bill 
within the next 60 days? 

The FEA Administrator, Mr. Zarb, at 
the same September 15 hearing, said to 
Senator GLENN, on much more complex 
and complicated information: 

Yes, Sena.tor, I'll get that information for 
you by tomorrow night. 

I said that Mr. Nassikas of the Federal 
Power Commission believes that 15 days 
is too limited to set area prices, and per
haps we should get the FEA to do it, be
cause they seem more responsive and ac
tually could do it. 

I do not characterize the amendment 
of the distinguished Senator from Colo
rado as not pertaining to the emergency. 
I agree 100 percent that it is part and 
parcel of the disguised shor tage. We 
cannot actually say to what extent this 
shortage is being disguised, but we know 
from certain indicators throughout our 
treatment of this bill that producers arti
ficially and arbitrarily are withholding. 
That is what the Senator from Colorado 
is trying to get at. It is an emergen~y; 
and if I could get that specified within 
the next 30, 60, or 90 days, that would be 
fine business. But we have a reluctant 
Commission and a reluctant Administra
tion, and they are driving for no controls 
at all-no regU:n.tions, no information. 
just proprietary interest and everything 
else. How are you going to solve that on 
an emergency basis? That is the point. 

Mr. HASKELL. I understand the point 
of the distinguished Senator from South 
Carolina. Without any question, this in
formation could not be gathered in time 
to help with what he is talking about 
for this winter. But I am also saying 
that Congress and the Nation must ad
dress themselves to the long-term prob
lem; and when we do not have the in
formation upon which to intelligently 
address ourselves, we have an emergency. 
It is for that reason that I consider this 
as pressing a measure, although perhaps 
a separate measure, as the one the 
distinguished sponsors of this bill ad
dressed themselves to. I am merely ask
ing their thoughtful consideration of the 
problem. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, will the 
Sena tor yield? 

Mr. HASKELL. I yield. 
Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I com

mend the distinguished Senator from 
Colorado for his efforts in this regard. 
I know from private conversations with 
him, on and off the floor, of his con
cern. I share these concerns and the ob
jective he is trying to reach here. 

I believe that one of the biggest dif
:ficul ties in the entire consideration of 
oil and natural gas has been just trying 
to get decent information. We have not 
been able to find out exactly what the 
facts are. You need information if you 
are to make intelligent legislative deci
sions to try to take care of something 
like the emergency we are in now. 

I doubt that the American Gas Asso
ciation or anyone else is capable, right 
now, of making an exact estimate of 
where we stand. We know producers had 
some of the best geologic information 
available when drilling in the gulf 
started, after paying the Federal Gov
ernment $1.4 bilUon. They drilled seven 
straight dry holes. They halted. Yet their 
actions were predicated on the best in
formation they thought they had avail
able. The Geologic Survey has estimated 
downward reserves of natural gas and 
oil in the country. 

I am 100 percent in favor of what the 
Sena tor from Colorado is talking about, 
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trying to get better information. When 
we depend on private sources that may 
have their own particular ax to grind 
as the primary source of information on 
which we base legislation, we are really 
on thin ice. 

So I commend the Senator. I would 
also like to reaffirm, however, what the 
distinguished floor manager of the bill, 
the Senator from South Carolina, was 
talking about just a moment ago. To ex
pect that we could have a 90-day time 
limit and to have any information back 
soon enough on which we could enact 
legislation would be wishful thinking. 

While I am all for going the route 
that the Senator from Colorado pro
poses, I would think that information on 
this bill would have a tremendous impact 
on what we might wish to do long term. 
In fact, I think that if we had inf.orma
tion forthcoming under this bill now, 
it would give us a better handle on which 
to weigh long-term gas considerations. 

To me, however, this once again points 
up the fact that we do not wish to de
lay action on an emergency bill that 
should be out in the next couple of 
months if it is to have any effect at all 
this winter. But we need the informa
tion the Senator from Colorado is talk
ing about. Once again, it points up the 
necessity for keeping the long-term and 
short-term aspects of these two bills 
separated, so we can get emergency ac
tion and take the information he is pro
posing to help us in our long-term con
siderations with respect to natural gas. 

Mr. HASKELL. If the Senator will 
yield, I think the Senator and I agree 
that without information, we cannot 
make a decision. Is that correct? 

Mr. GLEI\TN. I beg the Senator's par
don. 

Mr. HASKELL. Will the Senator 
agree-I think he does agree-that 
without the facts, it is almost impossible 
to arrive at a decision? 

Mr. GLENN. I could not agree with 
the Senator more. 

Mr. HASKELL. The distinguished 
Senator from Ohio and the distinguished 
Senator from South Carolina point to 
this winter's emergency-which is an 
emergency. But let me ask those Sena
tors, that is just an emergency. The Sen
ator from South Carolina said the bill 
self-destructs sometime in 1976. We have 
to address ourselves to the long-term 
problem. My question is, if we do not 
have the facts, how are we ever going to 
address ourselves to the long-term 
problem? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the 
Senator is so right . Let me have an ex
change for a moment with my distin
guished friend fr.om Colorado. 

I would not leave the impression that 
what he proposes is a matter to be taken 
lightly. We are going to ha.ve to study 
the proposal of the Senator from Colo
rado. If we study that, we may discover 
th , t the bill \vould be improved by ac
repting it. I, too, have misgivings about 
what has been reported by the industry. 

I firmly believe that if I had to take 
S"!lle kind of professional examination 
o~ the particular subject of the im
m.edia.te natural gas shortage, my 
answer would be that the shortage this 

winter is totally contrived, there is sub
stantial withholding of a large amount 
of shut-in wells, and other activity that 
increases the "shortage." 

But in the long term I agree with the 
U.S. Geological Survey. I agree with the 
National Academy of Sciences that our 
natural gas resources are not that large. 
Rather than what had been projected, 
year in and year out, at about a thousand 
to two thousand trillion cubic feet, they 
now estimate natural gas resources to be 
between 365 and 622 trillion cubic feet. 
But we have many indications to show 
that the Senator from Colorado is ex
actly on target. First, the majority of the 
gas left in this country is within the pub
lic domain under the present system. As 
the distinguished Presiding Officer, the 
Senator from Arkansas, knows, it is 
about to be transferred from the public 
ownership and control to company own
ership and control unless we enact leas
ing refonn proposals. Currently we do 
not have competitive leasing on onshore 
Federal lands. If two companies want 
development rights and make a similar 
offer, then the winner is chosen by lot. 
Offshore, there is a competitive bidding 
for lease but once producers get it, we 
will never find the truth out again-we 
do not know the extent of reserves or 
resources on the lands that belong to the 
public. We never find out, really, how 
much oil or gas is there. So we start off, 
No. 1, having to try to correct that prob
lem. 

We should compare the performance of 
the Federal Power Commission with the 
Canadian system. It is a delight to go 
with my distinguished colleague from 
Kansas and others to Canada to these 
interparliamentary exchanges. When we 
go there, we learn a lot. On the matter of 
energy, they have a totally different re
Porting system, somewhat similar to the 
proposal of the Senator from Colorado. 
They publish reserve information 
frontier by frontier, field by field, com
pany by company; the records, the facts, 
the figures are there and they can be 
audited. 

Look, by contrast, at what we have in 
America. The Sena tor from Colorado has 
already described it. The industry geol
ogists go out in the field and make 
guesstimates but they never identify that 
fact or figure with a particular field, be
cause all of a sudden, that wo'..lld be 
proprietary if revealed to the public. 
They call others up and add numbers 
together and report on a State-by-State 
basis, and then that is the estimate of 
the American Gas Association, accepted 
ipso facto by the Federal Power Commis
sion. Audit? None. Zilch. 

Persons of good reason, good judg
ment and commonsense have gone into 
the field, under the leadership in the 
other House of the distinguished Mr. 
Moss, chairman of the Oversight and In
vestigations Subcommittee, and they 
have taken measure of a number of 
companies; they found underreporting, 
because there is a financial interest to 
cause that underreporting. If producers 
reported the truth, it would be against 
their own interest under the present sys
tem. 

We have James Nathan Miller, in the 

August issue of Reader's Digest, in an 
article entitled "Is It Really a Natural 
Gas Shortage?" underlining "really." 
Then it goes into the very problems that 
the distinguished Senator from Colorado 
is touching upon-namely, that while 
they are talking about the immediate 
shortage, every time there is an audit or 
other check we find there is more natural 
gas than reported. 

Mr. HASKELL. Will the Senator yield 
on that point? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes, sir. 
Mr. HASKELL. I appreciate the Sena

tor's remarks, but I think there is one 
other fact that we ought to throw in. The 
FPC, several years ago, tried to do just 
what we are talking about-get informa
tion directly, under oath. The companies 
came in and resisted. In one of their 
briefs, they had the effrontery to point 
out to the FPC that they would not even 
get to judicial review for 3 to 5 years, 
which, it would seem to me, is a misuse 
of the Federal process. Following that, 
the FPC backed down. 

Now, I say to the distinguished floor 
manager of the bill, as of a few weeks 
ago, the GAO approved a so-called form 
40. This form is to be sent out now by the 
FPC to get the type of information that 
the Senator from South Carolina and the 
Senator from Colorado want. We need, 
in my opinion, this information, because 
the FPC could back down again. It can 
have a change of personnel, and I believe 
it is about to have a change of personnel. 
This can well affect administrative ac
tion. So I think now is the time, in the 
name of an emergency, to do this. 

I thank the Senator for his comments 
and for his consideration. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I yield 
now to our distinguished leader on the 
other side, who has been most indulgent 
and courteous in allowing us to make 
this record at the beginning of the dis
cussion on S. 2310. 

At this time, I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the RECORD an article 
from the Washington Post of Tuesday, 
July 15, where the Chairman of the Fed
eral Power Commission, John N. Nassi
kas, testified on natural gas reserves, the 
exact subject that Senator HASKELL re
fers to. Reported in that article, entitled 
"Head of FPC Admits Flaws in Gas 
Data," is the following comment: 

"I have been concerned for years about the 
facts and figures supplied by the AGA," Nas
sikas told the House Commerce Subcommit
tee on Oversight and Investigations. 

Further, Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that an editorial in the 
New York Times of Saturday, Septem
ber 27, be printed in the RECORD. It has 
reference to the emergency natural gas 
amendment we are now considering. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, July 15, 1975] 
HEAD OF FPC ADMITS FLAW IN GAS DATA 

(By Carole Shifrin) 
Outgoing Federal Power Commission Chair

man John N. Nassikas admitted yesterday 
there were "gross deficiencies" in the Ameri
can Gas Association reporting program relied 
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on by the government almost exclusively for 
its information about natural gas reserves. 

"I have been concerned for years about the 
facts and figures supplied by the AGA," 
Nassikas told the House Commerce Subcom
mittee on Oversight and Investigations. 

Yesterday's bearing was the fifth session 
on natural gas supplies and the reliability of 
information supplied the government by the 
petroleum industry. 

Nassikas, whose term expired last month 
but who will remain on the power commis
sion until a successor is confirmed, faced 
tough questioning from members of the sub
committee who worried aloud that the 
agency, and the Congress itself, were using 
unreliable data in the general and contro
versial debate over decontrol of natural gas 
prices. 

"What troubles me is that we are being 
asked to make decisions based on figures that 
you now recognize may be deficient and con
tain a sizable margin of error," Rep. Jim 
Santini (D-Nev.) told Nassikas. 

Nassikas noted that last month the com
mission instituted "a searching inquiry" into 
the reliability of the AGA reserves reporting 
system, and has pending at the General Ac
counting Office a request for Rpproval of a 
form it wants to send to companies directly 
to get data on natural gas reserves. 

The deficiencies in the present reporting 
system stem "largely" from "the fact that it 
is virtually impossible to conduct an inde
pendent analysis every year" to doublecheck 
the AGA figures, he said. 

Nassikas insisted that even though there 
are deficiencies, the data were "reasonably" 
accurate enough for their purpose-to plug 
into the formula they used to set the well
head price of natural gas sold interstate. He 
also noted that a study the FPO staff did in
dicate a 5 per cent margin of error "at most." 

Nassikas also told the subcommittee the 
commisSion had made a mistake when it au
thorized a narrow instead of a broad in
vestigation into curtailments of natural gas 
deliveries announced by Transcontinental 
Gas Pipe Line Corp. last winter. 

Testimony given the FPC during the win
ter suggested that Transco's natural gas sup
plies from producers were lower than ex
pected, in part because of delayed repair work 
done on some high volume wells in the Gulf 
of Mexico which necessitated closing down 
the wells. Although Cities Service Oil Co. of
fi.clals said the repair work had been delayed 
because of the unavailability of a suitable 
rig to fit the platform and a shortage of the 
right tubing, staff investigators !or the sub
committee have contended that evidence 
shows the officials dallied in their attempts to 
find a suitable rig, and had already made 
plans to use a substitute tubing for the orig
inal well tubing. 

"I'll be very candid with you," Nassikas 
said yesterday. "Certainly your investiga
tion • • . has changed our views about the 
extent and the magnitude of the Transco 
problem. It warranted our enlarging the in
vestigation," he said, which the FPC did two 
weeks ago. "It's too bad that it wasn't called 
to my attention earlier," he said. 

[From the New York Times, Sept. 27, 1975] 
UNNATURAL GAS 

Whatever the vagaries obscuring the rest 
of this country's energy policies, the experts 
concur on one urgent conclusion: In the ab
sence of immediate corrective action, large 
areas of the nation will face economic dis
tress, loss of jobs and production this winter 
from a shortage of natural gas. 

The Federal Energy Administration has 
designated fourteen states, including New 
York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania, as like
ly to run into major supply shortages with
in the month. That makes certain a need 
again this year for curtailment of supplies 
to mar~nal or intermittent users: estimates 

of this winter's probable curtailments, how
ever, run 30 per cent higher than last year, 
raising the spectre of hundreds of thousands 
of jobs lost from industries forced to shut 
down for lack of fuel. 

Fortunately, the Congress has at hand a 
relief measure t-0 forestall the worst of the 
predicted dislocations. It takes the form of 
legislation to permit interstate pipelines, as 
a temporary measure, to purchase gas now 
available only inside the gas-producing states, 
where there is no immediate shortage. The 
price would undoubtedly be significantly 
higher than the present controlled national 
average-in the preferred version, introduced 
by Senators Hollings, Glenn and Talmadge, 
it would be fixed at the level of the present 
intrastate price which is not under Federal 
regulation. By this means, continuity of 
supply would be assured at least at the level 
of last winter. These emergency provisions 
would remain in force only through next 
June. 

Despite its broad support in principle, the 
measure could fail under an attempt to tack 
on long-term deregulation of all natural gas 
prices, a highly controversial element in 
President Ford's energy program. Representa
tive John D. Dingell of Michigan, who is 
shepherding a parallel emergency measure 
through the House, has warned that broad 
deregulation legislation has no chance of 
quick passage. Even if it did pass, the Ad
ministration's energy chief, Frank Zarb, has 
conceded that it would have no impact on the 
supplies available this winter. 

It is hard to see why any legislator would 
want to make the economic effects of the 
fuel shortage any worse than they have to 
be. The long-term issues of natural gas pric
ing and production deserve-and are sched
uled to have-a full airing in this session of 
Congress, in the context of over-all energy 
policy. But the first order of business is to 
line up for immediate delivery the natural 
gas it will take to get the country througb 
the winter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arizona is recognized. 

Mr. FANNIN. I thank the Senator from 
South Carolina for his kind remarks. 

Mr. President, this winter, the country 
faces the worst natural gas shortage 
ever, a shortage which, incidentally, did 
not spring up overnight, but which has 
been loudly predicted over the past sev
eral years. 

Mr. President, I think at this time, 
when we are considering legislation, we 
should look at just what has happened 
over the years and judge by what has 
happened and what has caused this to 
come about, as guidelines for us in the 
legislation which we have under con
sideration. 

I say this is going to be a very difficult 
winter. Of course, depending on how 
cold it gets and depending on the avail
ability of alternate energy supplies, other 
than natural gas, we may very well be 
confronted with the specta.cle of indus
trial plant shutdowns on an unprece
dented scale. 

According to the FPC and the FEA, 
more than a dozen States in the East 
and mid-West are expecting additional 
natural gas curtailments of considerable 
magnitude. These curtailments are hav
ing a dangerous impact on many indus
tries which depend on natural gas as 
their principal energy source. The short
ages are expected to be about 30 percent 
greater than they were last year. 

This is not a very pleasant prospect 
for the consumer. We must be prepared 

to avert an economic and employment 
disaster this winter which could directly 
affect the jobs and livelihood of a very 
large segment of the public. But while 
emergency measures are necessary for 
the winter months ahead, such measures 
do absolutely nothing to prevent similar 
or worse shortages next year, the year 
after, and the year after that. Stop-gap 
emergency legislation such as the Holl
ings bill does not solve the basic problem 
which began to reveal itself in the late 
1960's when it became obvious that con
sumption of natural gas would continue 
to outstrip production. 

Energy experts in the 1960's began to 
warn the Federal Power Commission that 
unless price controls were removed, the 
Nation would soon be running out of 
gas. Federal Power Commission officials 
laughed at these suggestions and dis
missed them as oil industry propaganda. 

Let us look at the record. I am quoting 
from the New York Times of October 10, 
1962. The then Chairman of the Federal 
Power Commission, Joseph C. Swidler 
repeated in the interview-with officials 
of the gas industry-his estimate that--

By and large, the matter of adequate gas 
supplies would not be a critical question in 
this century. 

Now quoting from the Oil Daily 
about 1 year later-

Chairman Swidler of the Federal Power 
Commission said Tuesday that discussion at 
the Natural Gas Advisory Council a few days 
ago made it clear that there is plenty of 
natural gas--and will be for the next coupre 
of decades at least. 

He said estimates presented by pipeline 
representatives on gas reserves range from 500 
trillion cubic feet with 1980 gas demand es
timates ranging from a low of 22.5 trillion 
cubic feet up to 30 trillion cubic feet a year. 

Swidler said he believed there are no fore
seeable problems on gas supply through 
1980-and most people don't think there will 
be a. "serious problem" of gas supply through 
the year 2000. 

Swidler's chief economist at the FPC, 
Harold Wein, supported this statement 
and went a step further. I am now quot
ing from the Oil Daily of March 11, 
1963: 

The chief economist of the Federal Power 
Commission has advanced the startling 
theory that higher gas prices will depress, not 
stimulate, gas exploration and will result in 
less gross additions of new reserves. 

If the past is any guide to the future, price 
increases will lessen exploration, and hence 
result in the long run, in less gross additions 
of new reserves. This seems curious to those 
who believe that increased prices will always 
result in more supply no matter what. 

Can you imagine any economist in his 
right mind suggesting that cutting back 
on gas prices would increase gas supply? 

The FPC did not change its tune de
spite the accumulation of evidence point
ing to a mounting national gas shortage. 
In March of 1966 the FPC released a staff 
report which concluded that the 24 pipe
lines that controlled 97 percent of the 
Nation's gas reserves, as a group, can, 
with only minor reserve additions or in
creased deliveries, "meet their projected 
annual requirements for 12 years." Nine 
of those 12 years have passed and we now 
have a nationwide gas shortage of ex
treme proportions. 

Mr. President, some of the staff that 
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former FPC Chairman Swidler relied 
up;m to advise him on holding down well
he::i.d prices in order to increase gas sup
plies, and who assured him that we would 
not have any gas shortage until after the 
turn of the century has now been re
cruited by Senator HOLLINGS to help him 
draft S. 2310. I felt sorry for my col
league from South Carolina who has 
been so terribly disadvantaged by having 
to depend upon the staff who gave birth 
to such conceptual failures as FPC area 
ratemaking procedures, and who a dec
ade later has spawned S. 2310. 

There has been scandalous and pro
longed delay in solving the problem, and 
this delay has been in the guise of "pro
tecting the consumer." In reality, this 
footdragging has done irreparable dam
age to the consuming public. At long last, 
we need to grab the bull by the horns and 
turn around a situation which has been 
building up over the years as a direct re
sult of Federal restraints, redtape, and 
uncertainties. Instead of serving the pub
lic, price controls have actually resulted 
in a gross disservice to the Nation as a 
whole. We must put an end-once and 
for all-to the regulatory fiasco that 
brought about the shortages in the first 
place. 

Congress has refused to accept the 
reality of the natural gas shortage. It has 
refused to accept the overwhelming evi
dence of economists and other experts 
both in and out of Government who have 
said that the 21-year experiment of pro
ducer price controls for gas sold in inter
state commerce has created an unwork
able situation-a situation which has 
held prices to a ridiculously low arti
ficial level, has encouraged indiscrimi
nate and wasteful use of this premium 
fuel, which has killed producer and in
vestor incentives, which has caused a 
drastic reduction in exploratory drilling, 
and which has resulted in a shortage of 
gigantic proportions. 

All of sudden, now there is widespread 
sentiment that on an emergency basis, it 
is OK to partially and inadequately sus
pend the ludicrous Government-imposed 
price ceilings over interstate purchases in 
order to try to elicit new interstate sup
plies from intrastate markets for the 
hard-pressed industries in the nonpro
ducing States. If short-term partial re
lief is viewed as a solution for 60 days, or 
90 days, or 180 days, why not complete 
relief 365 days of the year, so that pro
ducers, transmission lines, distributors, 
and most importantly, the consumers, 
will have a better idea of where they 
stand in the future-and make long
range plans accordingly. 

This country desperately needs a sane 
natural gas policy for the future well
being of its people, and the cornerstone 
of such a program is to throw out that 
which has not worked over the past 21 
years, and try an approach that will en
courage-not discourage-the search for 
new domestic supplies of this precious 
resource. 

In actuality, the public seems to under
stand the problem bett.er than the ma
jority of Congress. First, industry and 
agricultural users, with virtual unanim
ity, faced up to the reality that Federal 
restraints on production are dangerous 
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and will lead to the destruction of a 
strong domestic energy basis. And now a 
recent Lou Harris poll indicates that 54 
percent of the general public favor de
control of new gas at the wellhead, as 
compared with 22 who oppose decontrol. 
This is an encouraging reversal of previ
ous public sentiment. 

This indicates to me that the truth 
about the shortage is spreading despite 
misleading reports and distortions to the 
contrary. The truth is that decontrol of 
new natural gas will not have a devastat
ing inflationary impact on the con
sumer's pocketbook. The devastation will 
come when there is little or no more nat
ural gas available for residential users 
as well as industrial and agricultural 
users, and the country will then have to 
depend totally on much higher-priced 
alternate fuels-most of which will have 
to come from unreliable foreign sources. 

Does it make any sense at all to con
tinue to march headlong to the arms of 
foreign dependence and at the same time 
do absolutely nothing about encouraging 
an increased exploratory effort on the 
domestic front? 

Mr. President, in a letter recently sent 
to Speaker ALBERT, FEA Administrator 
Frank Zarb stated that--

Because legislative action on natural gas 
wellhead price regulation has been far too 
long deferred, the Nation now faces mount
ing shortages of natural gas. These shortages 
substantially increase our dependence upon 
foreign oil and could jeopardize our con
tinued economic recovery and future eco
nomic vitality. 

While demand for natural gas has been in
creasing, production peaked in 1973 and de
clined by about 6 percent in 1974 (the 
equivalent of over 230 million barrels of oil). 
In 1970, interstate pipelines began curtail
ments of interruptible customers, reflecting 
shortages of less than 1 percent of consump
tion (0.1 trillion cubic feet). Last year cur
tailments increased to 2.0 trllllon cubic feet 
(TCF), or 10 percent of consumption. For 
1975 they are estimated to increase to 2.9 
TCF, or about 15 percent of consumption. 

We can do the American public a real 
service by not only taking care of this 
winter's "emergency" natural gas situ
ation. but by removing the cancerous 
Federal restraints that got the country 
into this mess in the first place. 

We should not only provide legislative 
relief to get us over the winter hump, 
but we should also stop acting as though 
there were no tomorrow. We will have to 
face excruciating emergency legislation 
year after year and allow the Govern
ment to get deeper and deeper into the 
allocation busin~s. unless we change the 
Natural Gas Act to provide for decontrol 
of new supplies. We should not make the 
same mistake we seem to be doing for oil 
by coming back winter after winter ask
ing for Federal allocation of a constantly 
diminishing supply. 

Accordingly, S. 2310 must be rejected. 
It is not the answer to the problem, but 
rather a means of exacerbating it. That 
is why I am introducing an amendment 
today, supported by several cosponsors, 
many of whom have long favored com
plete deregulation of all natural gas, old 
and new. In the interest of compromise, 
however, the amendment will deregulate 
only new natural gas in addition to pro
viding winter emergency provisions simi-

lar to those requested by the adminlstra
tion. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FANNIN. I am pleased to yield 
to the Senator from Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG. Is this not true, at this 
time, that in the last 20-odd years the 
potential and present producers of gas 
have been provided with a powerful dis
incentive to produce natural gas? They 
have been provided with every incentive 
that misguided well-wishers could pro
vide to prevent them from developing oil 
and gas reserves. In other words, is it 
not true that there has been presented 
a situation where if they drill for gas 
and they sign a contract to sell it in the 
intrastate market, they will not be per
mitted to sell on a competitive basis 
which would permit them to sell their 
product for what it is worth? 

Mr. FANNIN. The Senator is correct. 
This is one of the greatest injustices 
that has ever been done to the consumers 
because they have held back the pro
ducers from going forward on the ex
ploration needed, they have not encour
aged them to even save the fuel as far 
as marketing is concerned, and fuel has 
been wasted. There are low prices, and 
it is kept at a low price, far below, as 
the Senator many times brought out, 
its value in Btu content to oil. 

So this has been a device which has 
worked against the consumer's interest 
and has been a tremendous handicap 
to producers. 

Mr. LONG. In situations where a pro
ducer of natural gas was in a position 
to know that if he drills deeper in the 
field he is currently producing and he 
has every prospect of finding a lot more 
gas, did he not have the incentive to do 
just the opposite, to sit there, and leave 
the gas where it is rather than drill 
deeper and find more, for the reason 
that if he drilled deeper he might very 
well be compelled to sell that gas for a 
mere fraction of what it is worth, 
whereas if he left it where it has been 
for the last 50 million years, eventually, 
with the Nation short on energy, some
body might have enough statesmanship 
to permit him to sell his product for 
what it is actually worth on a competi
tive basis? 

Mr. FANNIN. Again the Senator is cor
rect. I have heard the Senator use a simi
lar story. I have just seen an ad on the 
company in Texas, which states: 

GAS PRICED LIKE APPLES 

"How much are your apples?" asks the 
housewife of the grocer, so goes the story. 

"Forty-nine cents a pound," the grocer 
replies. 

The housewife registers surprise and ex
claims: "Henry's apples are only 29-cents." 

"Why don't you buy your apples from 
Henry?" responds the merchant. 

"He doesn't have any apples," she says. 
"If I didn't have any apples," the grocer 

explodes, "mine would be only 29 cents, too." 
Which ls a long way, perhaps, of getting 

around to the point. 
Natural gas in Texas sells for up to $1.90 

per 1,000 cubic feet. And Texans have gas. 
But in non-producing states, where the 

price of imported gas ls controlled at 51 cents 
per 1,000 cubic feet, there ls no new gas to be 
bought. 

If we didn't have gas, our price would be 
51 cents, too. But we couldn't buy gas either. 

) 

·: 
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In my particular State of Arizona, we 
cannot buy gas and we are having a very 
difficult time. 

We had one company very short on gas 
and they were trying to buy naphtha In 
order to manufacture the natural gas, or 
manufacture methane and put in the 
natural gas lines. It would cost them $4 
a thousand cubic feet and they were un
able to get permission from the FEA to 
do so because they did not want to utilize 
naphtha in that particular way. 

This shows how underpriced inter
state gas is at the present time and has 
been, as the Senator stated, since 1954. 

Mr. LONG. Within producing States, 
Louisiana, Texas, Oklahoma, and others, 
when one finds gas he is permitted to 
sell it to his own neighbor without hav
ing the "unwisdom" of these misguided 
well-wishers visited upon the local 
citizenry. 

That being the case, at least one can 
sell gas to his neighbors for what they 
are willing to pay for it, and those people 
are drilling and producing for the intra
state market at a price, actually, that is 
coming down in the intrastate market, 
because they have been able to provide 
in certain areas a surplus of gas in that 
particular area, particularly in view of 
the fact that it is not available to the 
interstate market. 

Mr. FANNIN. Let the market operate. 
Mr. LONG. Yes. 
Mr. FANNIN. On a competitive basis, 

the consumer gets a good, more efficient, 
cleaner and better fuel than what he 
would get from coal or from oil, and he 
is paying a fair price for it. 

Mr. LONG. It stands to reason that 
if the interstate market is opened up, 
there will be a lot of additional gas avail
able, if that is on an incentive basis. 
People will furiously and frantically try 
to make it available because all the eco
nomics would favor that. 

Some feel that might cause the price 
in gas to rise. It stands to reason, any
one limited to selling within his own 
State, to his own neighbors, could prob
ably get a better price for his product 
if he had more buyers available to pur
chase his product. Is that not correct? 

Mr. FANNIN. That is very true. There 
would be a wider, more competitive mar
ket, and everyone would benefit, both 
producers and consumers in the States. 

Mr. LONG. Is it not a fact that this 
bill before us seeks to prevent those who 
have gas from setting it at what the 
competitive price would be if the new 
situation should come to pass? 

Mr. FANNIN. This would defeat in 
many instances where in an interstate 
market they are gradually bringing gas 
to the market, putting it in pipelines, 
and drilling in out-of-the-way places. 
That would probably stop in many areas 
if they brought the price down because 
they have only been able to spend that 
money if the product brings a price. If it 
does not, then the market would not 
encourage them to go ahead with the 
development. 

Mr. LONG. It seems to me that the 
sponsors of this so-called emergency bill, 
which has had very little time for con
sideration, still want to have their cake 
and eat it, too. They still want to deny 

those who have gas and could produce it 
the right to sell it for what it is worth, 
and having denied them the right to sell 
their product for what their product is 
worth, they would try to find some way 
to force them to sell it. 

Does it not stand to reason, the same 
disincentives would still continue with 
people who find it not sufficiently at
tractive to drill for gas on their property 
because they would not be permitted to 
sell it for what it is worth on a com
petitive basis, and would still pref er to 
leave it in the ground rather than com
mit it to the type of injustice and outrage 
this has suggested in the past? 

Mr. GLENN. Will the Senator yield 
on that point? 

Mr. FANNIN. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. GLENN. The statement was made, 

that it would let us have our cake and 
eat it, too. There is no proposal to roll 
the prices back. The proposal is only that 
during an emergency period where gas 
is in extremely short supply, that we just 
not let the free market price skyrocket 
out of sight. The Chairman of the Fed
eral Power Commission testified that $3 
a thousand feet in some areas was pos
sible, if we let the price go without some 
type of control. 

It is not the intent of the sponsors to 
try to solve all long-term problems of the 
natural gas industry. All they tried to do 
is keep the lid on at the existing prices. 

Mr. LONG. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. FANNIN. Yes. 
Mr. LONG. Let us talk about that, 

whether they are trying to do something 
that is fair or something that is an out
rage and an economic injustice. Let us 
just talk about that for a moment. 

The Senator might not have thought 
about this. At the current price of oil, 
and that is what we are having to pay 
when one wants to buy it, that gas is 
worth about $2 per thousand. The Sena
tor has a bill to try to get it for a lesser 
price than that. He wants to forbid these 
people to sell their gas into the intrastate 
market and forbid anyone even in the 
intrastate market from paying more in 
competition with him to get that gas. 

This is a cleaner fuel. It is a more con
venient fuel to use. It creates less pollu
tion. It has a more reliable source of 
supply to it. Once a person has it con
nected, he is in far better shape with this 
fuel than he is with something else. It is 
a premium fuel. 

The Senator would deny the person 
producing it the right to sell it for what 
it is worth on a Btu basis in comparison 
with foreign crude, for example. Here he 
would come into the intrastate market, 
seek to take from those people the gas 
that is presently available to them, to 
compete with them for it, but he is not 
willing to pay what that gas is worth on 
a competitive basis. 

If the Senator tried to go to Louisiana 
and confiscate that gas or expropriate it, 
a court would make him pay what it is 
worth. I would be willing to bet my repu
tation that any court that has any cre
dentials at all, looking at the due process 
clause of the Constitution, would proceed 
to say "You want to use this to heat your 
factory. If you were not using this, you 
would have to use oil or you would have 

to use coal. This product would be worth 
at least $2 per thousand on that basis. 
If that man were permitted to sell his 
product on a free market basis, that is 
what he would be getting. So if you want 
his gas, you will have to pay him.,. 

The Senator would try to make a man 
sell his gas for a lower price than the 
court would award that man if it was 
seized by Federal fiat. 

Mr. FANNIN. I will say to the Senator 
from Ohio if he believes what he is say
ing, that his bill would not result in 
what I think it would result in-whether 
he intends it or not I think that would 
be the result--why not have complete 
decontrol of natural gas? That would 
accomplish that. That gives what the 
Senator from Ohio is talking about. 

Mr. LONG. If the Senator will yield 
further, I would not object to a provision 
that would limit the price on a tempo
rary basis, for a 6-month period, during 
which there would be a scramble by peo
ple to try to sign up available supplies. 
Let us limit the price to $2 per thousand, 
which is about the tradeoff pr ice on a 
Btu basis for what oil is selling for on 
the world market..s and what it is selling 
for if it is new oil. 

To me it is an absolute and utter out
rage to try to make someone sell his gas 
for a price below that which people are 
paying for his oil produced out of the 
same hole. 

Mr. GLENN. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. LONG. If that man were limited, 

if that man were in Louisiana and he 
could only sell his oil with in the State 
of Louisiana, where we are exporting 
most of it, obviously his oil would be sell
ing for a great deal less than it is sell
ing for now. But if we are t alking about 
this as being one great Nation, an d we 
permit that person to do business just 
like he would do business any other way, 
that natural gas is worth even more to 
that buyer than the oil is worth because 
it is a premium fuel. 

Mr. GLENN. Will the Senator yield? 
We are not arguing the long-term as
pects of it, nor are we arguing gas as op
posed to oil, which the Senator keeps re
f erring to. What we are talking about is 
a short period of time. I agree it is a 
premium fuel and I agree that probably 
one of the reasons we are short today is 
because of the pricing policies that have 
been followed in the past. But just as in 
the past when we put price control on 
during periods of temporary shortages 
when the price might otherwise to go 
sky high and we felt the need to protect 
our consumers in this country, the same 
thing applies now. With this emergency 
bill we are not trying to establish any 
pattern of long-term pricing. Knowing 
the concern of the Senators from those 
particular States that are the major pro
ducers, we have tried to make certain 
thait the long-term aspect..s would be 
taken care of immediately after the 
short-term considerations. The leader
ship on both sides of the aisle are com
mitted to that, and I believe that both 
conferences, Democrat and Republican. 
are committed to that type of long-term 
policy consideration when this is com
pleted. That is all we are trying to do. 

We are, however, trying to keep down 
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the sky-high price that :Mr. Nassikas, 
head of the Federal Power Commission, 
has predicted will result by the scramble 
for gas this winter if we do not keep 
some sort of price lid on. That is our 
goal. I hope this does not get misrepre
sented as some sort of control over oil 
prices or long-term pricing on gas and 
oil and the other fuel sources because 
that is not what this bill states and it is 
not what it attempts to do. 

Mr. LONG. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. FANNIN. I yield. 
Mr. LONG. May I say for the benefit 

of the distinguished Senator from Ohio 
I have high hopes that we will wind up 
voting pretty much the same on a lot of 
these amendments. He is a new man 
here and hopefully he is not frozen in 
the pattern of thinking that created this 
fiasco which has been going on and get
ting worse and worse for the last 20 
years. I hope he will help to move us to 
answer it rather than make a bad situ
ation worse. I think it is a contribution 
the Senator suggests. To get the gas 
which they desperately need in some 
places in Ohio, they ought to go to States 
where it can be bought and buy it on a 
temporary basis to meet an emergency, 
and pay, by the way, more than has been 
proposed to this point. He is willing to 
pay what the gas is selling for now in 
those States. 

The Senator has made a long stride 
toward being fair about this matter 
when he concedes that they ought to be 
willing to pay what it is selling for there 
now. 

The point I make is this: The people 
who are selling that gas intrastate are 
nevertheless being denied the right to 
sell it for what it is worth in the Ameri
can markets for a simple reason: They 
are confined to those States. Louisiana 
is producing a great deal more than we 
consume. As long as we are confined to 
the State of Louisiana because of a 
shortage of buyers, you might say, com
pared to the interstate market, the price 
is not what it would be if we could sell to 
the whole interstate market. What would 
a fair price be? If some want to have con
trols on it, they would say that the fair 
price for that product would be what the 
price for the new oil would be. We are 
talking about new gas. What are we pay
ing for new oil? Suppose a man will not 
sell it? Suppose some said, "All right, he 
will not sell so we will take it." 

Obviously, under the due process 
clause of the Constitution that man 
would have to be paid what the court 
thinks the gas is worth. That court would 
look at this and say, "You are paying 
him about $11 a barrel for the oil that 
comes out of that well. That would make 
this gas worth about $2 per thousand." 
That is what a court would say if we were 
trying to seize it. 

Mr. GLENN. Will the Sena tor yield? 
Mr. LONG. Yes. 
Mr. GLENN. Is the Senator inferring 

that we have a free market in oil? 
Mr. LONG. We have a controlled mar

ket in oil. 
Mr. GLENN. Is the Senator further 

saying--
Mr. LONG. Just a moment. There ls a 

controlled market in oil. The control we 

have here is that for the old oil they 
held it down to $5. For the new oil they 
permit to produce that and sell it at the 
world market price, which was a little 
below $11 a barrel before this last OPEC 
meeting. That will go to $13 a barrel. 
That is what people are paying all over 
the world if they want to buy it. If the 
Senator can produce it cheaper than 
that, more power to him. 

Mr. GLENN. The Senator talks about 
a free market controlling the prices and 
talks about the equivalency of oil and 
gas. We have no semblance of a free 
market. 

The Senator is aware of that. He knows 
that price is set by foreign powers. They 
are artificially setting the price and the 
President put a $2 tariff on top of it. 
There is then no free market price with 
which to compare natural gas. 

Mr. LONG. I am glad the Senator 
brought that up. I went with a great 
New England Senator, one of our great 
liberals of all time, ABRAHAM RmICOFF, 
to tour Europe and talk to people about 
questions of this sort. When we were in 
London, Senator RIBICOFF raised a ques
tion. He asked the people who handle the 
affairs of the Shell Oil Co. over there, 
"What is the fair price for oil?" He asked 
the same question when we got to Ge
neva, "What is a fair price for oil?'' I 
said, "If you do not ask it, I will ask it. 
When we got to the OPEC office in Ge
neva, I wlll ask the question, what is a 
fair price for oil?" 

Here is what that Nigerian said who 
is the secretary, Chief Feyide-it is more 
difficult to spell than to pronounce

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chah' 
regrets that he must interrupt the 
Senator. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AU-
THORIZATION CONFERENCE 
REPORT 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BUMPERS). Under the previous order, the 
hour of 2 p.m. having arrived, the Senate 
will proceed to the consideration of the 
conference report on S. 1247, which the 
clerk will state by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The commiteee of conference on the dis

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 1247) 
to authorize certain construction at military 
installations, and for other purposes, hav
ing met, after full and free conference, have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to 
their respective Houses this report, signed 
by all the conferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the consideration of the 
conference report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

(The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD of September 17, 1975, at 
p. 28968.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time for debate on the conference report 
is limited to 1 hour, to be equally divided 
between and controlled by the Senator 
from Missouri <Mr. SYMINGTON) and the 
Senator from Texas <Mr. TOWER). 

Who yields time? 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sug~ 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On whose 
time? 

Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con
sent that it be taken out of no one's time. 
There is not even a manager here. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk procedeed to call 
the roll. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on the military 
construction bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, it 

is my understanding that that vote can
not take place until 4 p.m., or afterward. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
shall make a few remarks with respect to 
the conference report on S. 1247, the 
military construction authorization blll 
for fiscal 1976 and fiscal 1977. 

Mr. President, may we have order? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ate will be in order. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. I move the adop

tion of the conference report on the mili
tary construction authorization bill for 
fiscal year 1976 and the 3-month transi
tion period. 

The report was signed by all the con
ferees of the House and the Senate; and 
it has been agreed to by the House. 

I think this bill will adequately pro
vide for the construction needs of our 
military services. 

The Department of Defense requested 
$4,201,605,000 for this construction for 
this fiscal year 1976 and the transition 
period. 

The Senate bill, as pas:sed, trimmed the 
Department's 1·equest by $439,594,000, 
over 10 percent. The House of Repre
sentatives version of the bill reduced the 
request by $243,927,000. 

The bill as agreed to by the conferees 
is for $3,853,705,000 in new authority; 
and represents a reduction of $347,900,-
000 from the Department's original 
request. 

This conference figure is approximate
ly $91 million above the Senate total 
and $104 million below the House figure. 

I respectfully commend my Senate col
leagues who ably argued in conference 
for responsible fiscal decisions. We de
leted a new $70 million headquarters 
building, for example, planned for the 
Defense Intelligence Agency. To us it ap
peared highly questionable. We prevailed 
on the House to recede on a $47 million 
hospital, because plans were so tenuous. 

We did agree to some increases over 
the Senate figure; I will cover briefly 
the major ones. 

First, the Senate deleted an Air Force 
request for $175 million for aircraft shel-
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ters in Europe, because our NATO allies 
had not agreed to share the cost. 

The House reduced the Air Force re
quest to $52 million to be used to shelter 
aircraft that are now in the United King
dom. During the course of the confer
ence, however, the Department of De
fense advised that the $52 million that 
was subject to conference action would 
be considered a part of the NATO pro
gram and all necessary steps would be 
taken to insure that any expenditure of 
funds would be recouped from NATO in
frastructure funds. 

In essence, the conferees agreed to 
prefinance the construction of shelters in 
the United Kingdom. This would permit 
their earliest possible completion, with 
the assurance that the funds would be 
recouped later from NATO moneys. 

Second, the Senate conferees agreed 
to increase by $25 million the funds re
quested for housing maintenance. The 
House had developed information during 
their hearings that the services' backlog 
of housing maintenance was causing se
rious deterioration of some family hous
ing. This developed as a result of main
tenance moneys being diverted to pay 
utility bills as the cost of utilities had 
escalated beyond expectation. 

Now let me say a word about Diego 
Garcia. The bill before us contains $13.8 
million in authorization for Diego Gar
cia. This amount was authorized in the 
Senate bill, subject to the Senate vote 
on Senate Resolution 160, Senator MANS
FIELD'S resolution to disapprove of Diego 
Garcia construction. 

As you know that vote was held this 
past July 28, and the Senate at that time 
voted 53 to 43 to override Senate Resolu
tion 160 and let construction on Diego 
Garcia proceed. 

Recently, however, new information 
has come to light which, if true, is a 
sad commentary on how this issue has 
been handled. It is now alleged that 
the United States deliberately displaced 
a native population from Diego Garcia 
so as to make way for this naval base; 
also that the displacement was done 
somewhat callously, without regard for 
either the rights or the feelings of the 
people involved. 

I have written a letter concerning 
these allegations to the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Armed 
Services. In my view these allegations 
reopen the Diego Garcia question, and 
we will pursue the facts in the Appro
priations Subcommittee on Military Con
struction. 

Mr. President, I move the Senate pass 
the bill in question. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may require. 

The conference report before us on 
S. 1247, a bill to authorize certain con
struction at military installations, is the 
result of splendid cooperation between 
the Senate and House conferees, and is a 
testimonial to the leadership of our sub
committee chairman (Mr. SYMINGTON) . 
It is an essential element of our national 
defense that we have adequate facilities 
in which to house our troops and their 
families, train our servicemen, and garri
son their equipment. The military con
struction bill we now consider is an au-

stere attempt at keeping this facilities 
adequate. 

The bill authorizes $3.85 billion for the 
Defense Department and its services. 
The total is divided as follows for the 
services: $769 million for the Army, 
$706 million for the Navy and Marine 
Corps, and $486 million for the Air Force. 
The remainder is authorized for the De
fense agencies, military family hous
ing, and the Reserve components. The 
total of $3.85 billion compares with the 
total requested by the Defense Depart
ment of $4.2 billion, or a reduction by 
the conferees of about $350 million. This 
is a reduction of over 8 percent of the 
original request . The total in the confer
ence report is $90 million above the Sen
ate-passed figure of $3.76 billion, but is 
$104 million below the House-passed 
amount amount of $3.96 billion. I think 
this shows that the Senate conferees did 
a fine job of holding down unnecessary 
spending by reaching a figure closer to 
the Senate-passed version. 

Nonetheless, I believe we have provided 
adequate funding for necessary and 
urgent construction as well as providing 
some legislative changes designed to im
prove the manner in which the bill was 
submitted in the future, to hold down the 
cost per square foot of bachelor officer 
and bachelor enlisted quarters, and to 
deal more adequately with the problem 
of deficiency authorizations. 

Mr. President, I believe this to be an 
excellent compromise, and I hope that 
our colleagues will support the passage of 
this measure. 

In the matter of Diego Garcia, I sim
ply say that I think that the Committee 
on Armed Services should look into the 
charges that the native population was 
displaced in an arbitrary and insensitive 
manner, but I point out that that does 
not in any way alter the geographic and 
strategic importance of Diego Garcia, 
and we must consider the national inter
est in its worldwide context when we 
consider the funding of the facility at 
Diego Garcia. 

DIEGO GARCIA: FURTHER REVELATIONS 

Mr. CULVER. Mr. President, more de
tails of the secret history of American 
involvement in Diego Garcia are coming 
to light. Several reports out of London 
in recent days provide new information 
and raise further, troubling questions 
about the conduct of the U.S. Govern
ment in this matter. 

While we await the full, official report 
on this subject required by the amend
ment which I offered while the SPnate 
added to the State Department author
ization bill, it is nonetheless revealing to 
study these p:ess reports. 

These articles, if ultimately proven 
true, depict a shocking scandal which 
calls into question our entire effort to 
acquire a base in the Indian Ocean. 

Diego Garcia now appears to have been 
a sordid, secret deal-in disregard of the 
rights and wishes of the local people, 
contrary to proper constitutional proc
esses, simply for the sake of military 
expansion. 

As so often happens when military 
planners get a fixed idea, the end justi
fied the means. Strategic considerations 
overwhelmed human concerns. 

A lengthy report in the Sunday Times 
of London a week ago provides firsthand 
evidence of the plight of the people who 
once lived on Diego Garcia, that so-called 
unpopulated speck of land, according to 
General Brown. 

The Sunday Times says that "some of 
the deported islanders had family root-s 
and had lived there for up to five genera
tions." The island had been permanently 
settled for at least 100 years. One travel
er, writing in 1961, described the main 
set tlement on Diego Garcia as like "a 
Frerich ooastal village miraculously 
transferred whole to this shore." 

We should have known about that, 
about those people, but we did not. When 
the United States and Britain agreed 
to reserve some islands for potential 
military bases, they also agreed to "de
populate" those islands as soon as possi
ble, according to this article. 

In order to avoid the political problems 
of dealing with a local population, the 
people were evicted from their homes. 
Some left temporarily and were not 
allowed to return. Others were reportedly 
told that the supply ship would come no 
more, except to take the people away. As 
this article reports: 

They left peacefully for the simple reason 
that they had no choice. They were also told 
there would be land and money for them in 
Maurit ius. 

That promise has not yet been ful
filled. 

Although both governments agreed on 
this course of action, they tried to stand 
aloof by letting the actual eviction be 
done by private contractors. 

Having turned the .fiction into a fact 
the U.S. Navy came to Congress with 
urgent requests for base facilities on the 
"uninhabited" island of Diego Garcia. 

This I submit, Mr. President, was a 
recklessly misleading assertion on the 
part of the Pentagon. 

Not only was there mistreatment of 
the local population, but there was also 
disregard of appropriate constitutional 
processes in the effo:t to acquire this 
base. 

The 1966 United States-British agree
ment by which we acquired base rights 
says quite openly in paragraph (4): 

The required sites shall be made avail
able to the Un ited States aut horit ies wit h
out charge. 

In fact, there appears to have been a 
secret agreement between the United 
States and British Go1·ernments at the 
same time on financial arrangements to 
compensate for the acquisition of land 
and property and the resettlement of 
the local people. 

The Associated Press reports from 
London that the compematlc,n was done 
by discounting the price of Pola ris mis
siles and spare parts sold to Britain 
under a 1962 agreement. The Sunday 
Times says that the :noney came from 
the United States either by offsett ing 
Polaris R. & D. charges or by direct pay
ment from discretionary funds. 

However done, the fact remains that 
U.S. taxpayers di6. have to pay part of 
the bill for getting this base, and tile 
Congress never formally was asked to 
approve or did approve these sums. 

These latest revelations only under -
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score the argument.s made earlier this 
year to the proposed base expansion on 
Diego Garcia. Before any contracts are 
let and before any more money is appro
priated, I believe we have tc reexamine 
this issue. 

Mr. President, since this conference 
report contains funds for Diego Garcia, 
I am most reluctant to support it. 
Nevertheless, the Congress will have an
other opportunity to act on these funds. 
When the Congress has been given the 
full report on the history of our involve
ment in Diego Garcia, we will most likely 
wish to reconsider our earlier narrow 
approval of this base expansion project. 

That report is now supposed to be 
ready on October 10, which should give 
us time to analyze it before we have to 
act on the military construction appro
priations bill. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the 
committee of the conference on the 
military construction bill has completed 
its work after several meetings, and now 
before the Senate is the conference re
port totaling $3.8 billion. 

As the chairman for the Senate has 
stated, this bill is approximately $347 
million less than requested by the De
partment of Defense. It is also within 
the guidance the Committee on the 
Budget provided to the Committee on 
Appropriations. The original request was 
for $4.2 billion in new construction au
thorization. 

Two major items deleted from the bill 
include a requested $70 million for a new 
Defense Intelligence Agency building, 
and $122 million for aircraft shelters in 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
countries. 

In regard to the NATO shelters the 
conferees allowed only $52 million for 
shelters, as of the total request only that 
amount had NATO assurance of recoup
ment prior to the expenditure of the 
funds. 

As for the DIA building, this is a struc
tw·e which in my judgment is badly 
needed. However, because of the cur
rent intelligence investigations it was 
decided to delay this project. Hopefully 
next year the investigations will be com
plete and the administration will resub
mit this request, thereby providing suffi
cient guidance to Congress in this mat
ter. 

As one member of the conference, I 
was particularly disappointed that the 
conferees were not agreeable to provid
ing the Navy $1.3 million for restoration 
and improvement of the NavY Historical 
Center. At the Washington Navy Yard 
various naval exhibits and historical 
items are scattered through five build
ings and as a Bicentennial project the 
Navy hoped to consolidate these items 
through three buildings during fiscal 
year 1976. 

This was a timely request, as the sub
way construction in the Navy Yard will 
take place during this period and the 
historical center work should occur dur
ing the same phase of time. This would 
not only be more economical but could 
bring some benefits during the Bicen
tennial period. 

It is certainly my hope the Navy will 
submit their request for these funds 

next year. The House approved the entire 
request but the Senate would not yield 
in its position to delete this money. 

Of particular notice to the Senate 
should be the endorsement of the con
ference of the Senate report language 
regarding organization of the adminis
tration's bill. This involved direction of 
the Defense Department to make three 
improvements in future bills. This would 
include: 

First, refrain from the use of omnibus 
lines except where necessary and with 
prior approval of the Armed Services 
Committees; 

Second, minimize the use of "pha ·ed., 
and "incremented" projects, and 

Third, include all construction for De
fense agencies under the Defense title 
of the bill. 

Mr. President, this conference report 
deserves the support of the Senate, and 
I urge immediate and favorable approval. 
Also, in closing I commend our able 
chairman, the distinguished senior Sen
ator from Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON)' the 
ranking minority member, the senior 
Senator from Texas <Mr. TOWER), and 
our able staff representative, Mr. James 
C. Smith, who has handled this bill in 
an exemplary manner during his first 
year of this responsibility. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I shall 
take less than a minute. I primarily 
thank the members of the Committee on 
Armed Services for their long and dili
gent work on this bill, ably assisted here 
by their staff member, Mr. Smith. I also 
thank them for their work in the con
ference. These are long and sometimes 
laborious duties. I think they have 
brought about some savingi; in the money 
end of this matter without really im
pairing the bone and muscle of the bill. 
I am proud of their work, and I am glad 
to support the bill. 

Mr. TOWER. lVIr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. TOWER. I simply wish to say that 

certainly no er.edit is due to the senior 
Senator from Texas, inasmuch as I have 
been involved with the select commit
tee to investigate the intelligence com
munity. The load was pretty well carried 
by my distinguishd colleague the Sena
tor from Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON) , and 
I think he merits the approbation and 
the accolades of the Senate for the 
splendid job he did on this bill. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the dis
tinguished senior Senator from Texas. 
Although he was necessarily absent often 
for the reason he has stated, we were in 
constant communication with him and 
his staff, and he made his usual fine con
tribution, as did the other members of 
the committee. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I join the 
Senator from Mississippi, the chairman 
of the committee, in commending both 
the Senator from Missow·i (Mr. SYMING
TON) and the Senator from Texas <Mr. 
TOWER) for doing an outstanding job on 
this bill. I know how many long hours the 
Senator from Missouri, particularly, 
spent on it, and I commend him for his 
efforts, as well as the Senator from 
Texas. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the able 
Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield. 
Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, I 

express my appreciation for the work 
done on developing this legislation and 
bringing the conference report to the 
:floor of the Senate. 

The Senator from Missouri mentioned 
in his opening remarks an item of $47 
million that was taken out of the House
approved bill. If I am correct, this is an 
allocation that was set for Fort Campbell, 
Ky., for the construction there of a 
hospital. 

The need for the hospital is still there, 
and I think the distinguished Senator 
from Missouri is aware of that. It is in 
the process of design and planning and 
has not advanced to the stage where 
money could be appropriated reasonably 
at this time. Is that the correct situa
tion there? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is correct. I 
say to the able Senator from Kentucky 
that perhaps it would be well to read 
what we say in ow· report: 

While the conferees agreed that Fort 
Campbell was badly in need of a new hospital, 
information provided by the Army indicated 
that design status was such that construc
tion could not start for approximately 18 
months; and therefore, authorization cou:d 
be deferred for a year to permit design to 
proceed and the cost estimate to be more ac
curately determined without delaying con
struction. The Conferees expect the Army to 
request the full scope of the Fort Campbell 
hospital in the fiscal year 1977 military con
struction request. 

Further, the Conferees agreed that they 
would place special emphasis on the review 
of the scope, design and cost data of all mill
tary hospitals requested in future programs. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. I thank the dis
tinguished Senator. 

The Senate should know that the 105th 
Airborne Division at Fort Campbell, plus 
the other units there, are in need of this 
facility. The planning is developing, and 
we expect that we can look forward to 
the appropriations at the appropriate 
time. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I appreciate the 
comments of the distniguished Senator 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. President, as a i·esult of the unani
mous consent agreement, there can be no 
vote until 4 o'clock. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The distinguished 
Senator from South Carolina <Mr. 
THURMOND) is the ranking member of the 
Committee on Armed Services, and he 
requests that the vote occur sharply at 
4 o'clock, in order that he can recognize 
other commitments, and I hope that will 
be agreed upon. I ask unanimous consent 
that the vote on this conference report 
occur at 4 o'clock. 

The PRF.SIDING OFFICER. That is 
the previous order, and it will be done. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. :?.resident, the con
ference report on S. 1247, the Military 
Construction Authorization Act, au
thorizes $3.5 billion for military con
stt·uction and family housing during 
fiscal year 1976. This is a 9-percent 
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reduction from the administration's re
quest and slightly higher than originally 
passed by the Senate. 

New budget authority for military con
struction makes little impact on outlays 
in this year's budget because these pro
grams spend out very slowly. However, we 
should all recognize that our acceptance 
of this conference report will result in 
substantial outlays in fiscal year 1977, 
just as last year's budget authority for 
these programs results in substantial out
lays this year. 

As chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget, I wish to commend the con
ferees for their diligence in keeping this 
bill within the range of our targets. 

But I wish to i·emind my colleagues 
that major additional reductions in the 
national defense function will be re
quired to reach Congress overall target. 
Some of this additional reduction will 
be obtained through our agreement to 
the conference report on military pro
curement authorizations. But further 
cuts will have to be made largely in the 
appropriations process if we are to 
achieve the first budget resolution targets 
of $100.7 billion in budget authority and 
$90.7 billion in outlays. These further 
cuts are on the order of $3 to $4 billion 
in both budget authority and outlays. 
The numbers I have cited do not take ac
count of the recent Middle East agree
ments, for which no administration re
quest has yet been received. 

In closing, let me congratulate the 
manager of this bill, my very distin
guished friend, the able senior Senator 
from Missouri <Mr. SYMINGTON) and 
other Senate members of the confer
ence for their commendable work in 
bringing this measure as close to the 
Senate-passed level as possible. I sup
port the conference report on S. 1247. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 405 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
ask for immediate consideration of House 
Concurrent Resolution 405 authorizing 
technical corrections in the enrollment 
of S. 1247, the military construction au
thorization bill, and request unanimous 
consent for its immediate consideration. 

The resolution would authorize the 
Secretary of the Senate to make three 
technical corrections in the enrollment 
of S. 1247. Two of the changes would 
correct inaccurate section references and 
the third change would correct an inad
vertent figure reversal. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the concurrent resolution? 

There being no objection, the concur
rent resolution <H. Con. Res. 405) was 
considered and agreed to. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

NATURAL GAS EMERGENCY ACT OF 
1975 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will now return to the consideration 
of S. 2310, which will be stated by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bW (S. 2310) to assure the avallablUty 
o! adequate supplies o! natural gas during 
the period ending June 30, 1976. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, what 
is the status of the conference report on 
the military construction authorization 
bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There will 
be a vote at 4 o'clock. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Have the yeas and 
nays been requested? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They 
have been ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. And we are back 
to the Natural Gas Emergency Act of 
1975? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending business is S. 2310. The Senator 
is correct. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, the dis
tinguished Senator from Kansas, in com
menting on certain parts of S. 2310 be
fore we broke for consideration of the 
military procurement bill, had some con
cerns-and they were justifiable con
cerns-about the agricultural users' 
availability and the priority given to that 
in section 5 of S. 2310. He questioned 
whether we were not undoing the pro
visions of paragraph 1, under section 5, 
with the provisions of paragraph 2 under 
section 5 on page 10 of the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute, where it 
says: 

(2) No prohibition pursuant to paragraph 
(1) of this subsection may be inconsistent as 
determined by the Commission with the goals 
o! substantially minimizing unemployment 
attributable to interruption of natural gas 
supplies or with maintaining natural gas 
supplies to residential users, to small users, 
to hospitals, or !or products and services 
vital to public health and safety. 

I think I should like to explain here 
the background behind that section. 

As the Senator from Kansas is un
doubtedly aware, there are certain indus
trial States-in Ohio, for instance
where very small uses of natural gas may 
enable a whole factory to operate be
cause the natural gas fulfills an energy 
requirement that is a small but very 
crucial part of that whole manufacturing 
operation that cannot be filled by any 
other energy source. 

We know now that in ceramics and 
glass and certain annealing processes, 
bearings, things of that nature, we can-

not use fuel oil for those processes. We 
cannot use electricity or other energy 
sources for those processes. 

The idea behind this paragraph was 
that while we wanted to give the assur
ances of priority to the agricultural uses 
of natw·al gas for drying and so on, 
nevertheless, we wanted to place some 
paragraph in here that would let some 
common sense be exercised where very 
small uses of gas of a critical nature could 
not be curtailed to the point where im
portant industries, and perhaps thou
sands of people, were placed out of a 
job, while drying of soybeans, for ex
ample, went on down the road, using 
tremendous amounts of natural gas. It 
was an attempt to give this type of bal
ance that resulted in this paragraph. 

Perhaps it could have been stated 
better, I do not know, but that is what 
was discussed when this was put in. I 
thought I would clarify that for the 
Senator from Kansas, since he was con
cerned. 

Mr. PEARSON. I thank the Senator 
from Ohio. He no doubt has seen the 
Wall Street Journal article of last Friday. 
The import of that story was the story 
of a fertilizer factory in the Senator·s 
State, in Lima, Ohio, that had gone to 
Texas and made an on-the-spot pur
chase, under the FPC provisions and pro
cedures authorized on August 29. It made 
a sizable purchase. Interestingly enough, 
that was at $1.90 on one of the so-called 
spot arrangements. By the time they pay 
the transportation, they will be paying 
about $2.75 per million cubic feet. 

I appreciate the Senator·s explanation, 
and I understand what his intent is. The 
only reason I raised the question this 
morning is that I just do not think the 
bill reads that way. It sets forth, in para
graph 1 of section 5, all of the agricul
tural priorities. It is broad, it is good. 
But in section 2, it seems to me that it 
places that, once again, down below the 
gas-used for industrial plants. I do not 
want to see a situation where, in the 
State of Ohio, we have some factory 
making widgets that obtains gas, a very 
limited amount of natural gas-there is 
not enough to fulfill all of the needs, the 
shortages, and the curtailments this win
ter-and right next door is a fertilizer 
factory with the same kind of priority 
and it is down under the residential, the 
commercial, the small users and the pub
lic health and safety. 

I read it quite differently. Maybe it is 
because of my great anxiety about the 
priority that I read it in that light, but 
I think this is a very ambiguous provision 
of the bill. 

Mr. GLENN. If the Senator will yield 
for a comment, we felt that the language, 
where it says that no prohibition may be 
inconsistent with the goals of substan
tially minimizing unemployment, was 
adequate language, but perhaps the col
loquy we are having here will place leg
islative history behind us and indicate 
what the intent of that provision was 
without necessarily changing the lan
guage. We think the language is 
adequate. 

Mr. PEARSON. I might say to the 
Senator that once we find out which one 
of these vehicles is ~oing to run, we can 
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do some amending of these agricultural 
priorities. 

Mr. GLENN. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, while 

we are waiting for some of our colleagues 
to return to the floor of the Senate, we 
\'iill now return to the consideration of 
amendment No. 934 to S. 2310, which Wr' 
tempora.rily set aside because of the time 
reserved from 3 to 4 o'clock for consider
ation of the military construetion au
thorization. It is not my intent to go 
from the pleasant to the acrimonious. I 
only wish to use this particular time to 
try to bring into perspective comments 
made in a news story yesterday morning 
relative to the action taken by the Or
ganization of Petroleum Exporting 
Countries, or OPEC. 

As the Chair knows, OPEC finally de
termined a 10 percent increase in the 
price of crude oil for the next 9 months. 
Immediately, there was a reaction. The 
President reacted and the Administrator 
of the Federal Energy Administration re
acted. I saw no other reaction reported. 

This nonplussed me for the simple 
reason that if there has been one struggle 
at hand over the last 9 months here in 
this country, it has been to hold the price 
down, to hold the tide back against in
flation, to make certain that the rebates 
and reductions in taxes and stimuli pro
vided by Congress and the President in 
March, April, and May not be taken 
away in September, October, and Novem
ber by increases in the price of oil. 

Congress, in the Senate, by a majority 
vote with respect to the override-while 
it was not two-thirds, it was a 61 ma
jority vote override-of the President's 
veto of the continuation of the Emer
gency Petroleum Allocation Act, and by a 
100-vote margin in the House of Repre
sentatives, which voted not only to con
tinue present controls but to roll back 
the price of new oil and hold the line at 
$5.25 on old oil. While Congress is en
gaged in that task, obviously disagreed 
upon by the President, how in the Lord's 
name of commonsense can the President 
of the United States blame OPEC's ac
tion to raise oil prices on the Congress? 
The logic and the reason and the sense 
of that position entirely escapes me. 

I shall never forget that earlier this 
summer, I had the pleasure, in the pres
ence of several other Senators and some 
other members from the administration, 
to have dinner with Mr. Yamahi, the 
petroleum minister of Saudi Arabia. 

He said at that time what was going 
to happen. We generally got a feeling 
there was going to be some kind of in
crease come September 24. In the discus
sion the statement was made by Mr. 
Yamani, "What are you complaining 
about?" Mr. Yamani said, "Why all the 
excitement? You, the United States, are 
leading the increases. The only increases 
in oil prices this year have been by your 
own President and by your own domestic 
companies. What do you expect us to do 
when you yom·self say that the price is 
not high enough and it ought to be 
higher?" 

The week before last the distinguished 
Senator from Vermont (Senator LEAHY) 

who was at _t_he breakfast with Prince 

Faisal, turned and asked Prince Faisal 
what effect the President's tariff would 
have on OPEC or the oil nations' delib
erations with respect to increasing the 
prices. He just looked nonplussed at 
Senator LEAHY and said, "What do you 
mean? What do you think the effect is? 
It encourages us. If you are raising oll 
prices, why do you object to OPEC in
creases? Talk to your President." 

So OPEC talks to the President and 
raise oil prices another 10 percent. What 
does the President say? His reaction was 
quoted in one word, "inflationary." 

What does the energy czar, Mr. Zarb, 
say? His word, by quote, was "outra
geous." 

Now, Mr. President, President Ford 
wants domestic oil prices to increase, to 
go up on an average of 15 percent every 
9 months for the next 39 months. Infla
tionary? Outrageous? 

What does the President want on nat
ural gas prices, which we are now dis
cussing, every 9 months? Well, he does 
not even say wait 9 months. He says, 
"Immediately prices should go up be
tween 400 and 600 percent, today if he 
had his way. Inflationary? Outrageous? 

I just want to bring this point to the 
American public. It has been a one
sided news coverage since the word "go." 
It has been an uphill struggle by Con
gress and men of goodwill who have 
worked on this particular bill on natural 
gas. We have sat and listened to the wit
nesses together. We tried to prepare a 
solution earlier this year. But with all the 
holdups we have now moved toward con
sidering this emergency bill. But, in 
Heaven's name, Mr. President do not 
blame the Congress of the United States, 
which is just fighting a rearguard action 
to weaken OPEC, to keep the price rea
sonable, and to roll back OPEC prices 
when you yourself, as President of the 
United States, are leading the way, to 
energy price increases and, incidentally, 
Mr. President, as the court has found, il
legally leading the way by imposing a 
tariff on imported oil. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum, Mr. 
President. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent-that the order for the quo
rum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I believe it 
well that we keep in mind in the course 
of this debate that those who are going 
to do the consumer a great favor by way 
of holding down the price of energy, with 
all good intentions I am sure, are but 
those who, in the last analysis, are re
sponsible for the fact that he is paying 
an altogether high price today, will pay 
an altogether too high price in the future, 
and has lost his independence. 

Now, that all occurred, I am sure, with 
good intentions. It reminds me of that old 
saying that the road to hell is paved with 
good intentions. 

There was a time when some of us con
tended, and we were accused of being 

provincial in our view at that time, as 
those things go, that this Nation would 
make a tremendous mistake if it sacri
ficed its energy independence. We con
tended that this Nation ought to use 
quotas, tariffs, whatever it took, to main
tain an energy industry that would as
sure America it would be completely in
dependent of foreign sources, and able to 
say grace over its own destiny. 

In order to do that, we advocated, and 
eventually succeeded in enacting, the 
defense amendment to one of our trade 
acts, and that amendment said that the 
President would try to maintain the ca
pacity of a.ny industry deemed essential 
to defense to take care of our needs in 
an emergency. 

Now, when one reads all the compli
cated language of that amendment, it is 
clear that the energy industry was defi
nitely included in that language. It was 
intended that that industry should be 
able to do what was expected of it in 
good times and bad. 

Unfortunately, those of us who be
lieve that we ought to maintain energy 
independence were not able to prevail. 
There were some who felt they could buy 
that Arab oil cheaper, and they made 
speeches that rang the Senate rafters. 
They made speeches, lively and often, 
contending that they could buy that 
foreign oil cheaper. Some of us con
tended that we were subject to the kind 
of thing that has come to pass when this 
international oil cartel was formed. We 
saw the cartel forming. We tried to warn 
about it. They contended that cartels will 
not work, they cannot be made to work; 
that notwithstanding the fact that this 
cartel had everything going for it that 
1t would take to make a cartel succeed 
indefinitely, except the fact that Amer
ica was not at that time able to produce 
its own requirements. 

So they succeeded over a period of time 
in achieving first one exception, next an
other exception; first one loophole, next 
another loophole in the oil or import 
control program. Others seeking special 
advantages over the program achieved 
much of the same thing. So that step by 
step imports were increased and even
tually the program was destroyed. 

In the course of all this these foreign 
imports were holding down the price of 
domestic oil. It was no longer profitable 
for the average producer to drill in this 
country, and during that time the num
ber of oil producers in this country was 
reduced by half. Half of them went out 
of business for the simple reason that 
they could not make enough money pro
ducing it at the so-called world price or 
the price that was held down by the Arab 
oil to stay in business. In large measure 
they were producing out of inventory. A 
lot of companies were not drilling any 
more wells. They were just producing 
from the wells that had been drilled in 
the past. 

As America's energy independence 
went down and down and down, this Na
tion sent its spokesmen to foreign bod
ies that cooperated with us, such as the 
Organization of European Cooperation 
and Development, the OECD, and it in
formed those peopie that the United 
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States no longer had any surplus capac
ity; our energy industry had been per
mitted to deteriorate to the point that 
if the Arabs imposed another blockade, 
as they did during the Suez crisis, that 
the United States could no longer be re
lied upon as the one that would see 
Europe through, and Europe was in
formed they ought to make their plans 
to try to save themselves because the 
United States would be unavailable to 
help them in the event they should have 
a repetition of what had happened twice 
already with those Arab oil blockades. 

Those people have informed me that 
they predicted-and did so in a way that 
makes them look like statesmen today
that it would only be a matter of a few 
years and there would be another block
ade and they would be at the mercy of 
the Arabs and America would not be able 
to help them. 

It is too bad that they were unable to 
make that known to their own govern
ment, because those who sold America's 
independence for 3 cents a gallon pro
ceeded to use their best efforts to make 
us more and more reliant upon foreign 
oil on the theory they could get it 
cheaper and these cartels could not, in 
the long run, be made to work. 

Well, the Arabs have shown us they 
can make it work. If we had kept up our 
energy production, we would not be pay
ing as much as we are now for the oil. 

But those same forces, and I am sure 
in equally as much good conscience, also 
contended we would not have to pay 
more than 25 cents per thousand cubic 
foot of gas and they fought and protested 
every time the Federal Power Commis
sion permitted an increase in the price of 
natural gas. 

Natural gas at that price was selling 
on a Btu basis far below even the world 
market price for oil, but they used their 
best efforts in providing that industry 
with a tremendous disincentive to pro
duce. 

Gas based on current world market 
price, for example, would be worth about 
$2 per thousand cubic feet. It was only 
a few months and I heard strenuous pro
tests when someone was permitted to 
sell gas in interstate commerce at about 
one-fourth of what that gas is worth on 
a Btu basis. 

People who were in a position to pro
duce gas had a tremendous disincentive 
which was provided by those who claimed 
to be the consumer's advocate and pro
tector. 

If they produced it and made it avan
able in interstate commerce, they could 
not hope to get anything like what it was 
worth, so they choose to leave it in the 
ground, and produce it and sell it to their 
own neighbors. 

Today, if one looks at what people are 
paying for oil, coal, or the other fuels, 
natural gas is a premium fuel that is be
ing sold below what it would be worth in 
competition with others. 

We still have these so-called consumer 
rt dvocates who want to get the consumer 
something at a much cheaper price than 
what it would be worth if sold on a com
petitive basis. 

So we have a bill, in the judgment of 
many of us and I am confident I am right 

about this, which will not really get any
one any gas. It will not bring on any more 
production, that we all agree. It would 
still continue the disincentive to drill for 
new gas. 

About all that bill could hope to 
achieve is that it does have some pro
visions where it would try to take gas 
from those who had been willing to buy 
it on a competitive basis, bidding with 
their neighbors without the interstate 
market, take it from them and give it to 
someone who has not been willing to pay 
for it in the past-not that he was not 
willing to pay a price to buy it, but he was 
protected by these consumer advocates 
who were going to protect him by not 
letting him pay what it would take to 
buy the product. 

Mr. President, I think people are still 
being confronted with the problem they 
had in the past. Their advocates for 
cheapness are confronted with the possi
bility of paying more or their consum
ers will do without. 

If they want to do without, that is 
what they will continue to do, do with
out, under this bill. 

But there is one unfair thing about it. 
They would take from those who had 
been willing to pay the price, take their 
gas away from them and give it to those 
on whose behalf they had chosen to do 
without. 

Mr. President, it does not make much 
sense to this Sena tor that people should 
have their cake and eat it, too. If one 
wants to have his consumers do with
-out, that ought to be their privilege, just 
to do without. If they elect the person, 
fine, do without. But if one wants to buy 
the produce, I think those consumers 
would be willing to pay what it would 
take to buy that product on a competi
tive basis. 

I am sort of tired hearing these great 
speeches about the outrageous price peo
ple are paying for energy in this coun
try. They are not paying an outrageous 
price to their own producers. We cannot 
produce energy in this country to com
pete with the production costs over there 
in Saudi Arabia. Their cost is only a 
fraction of what our cost is. We could 
not achieve energy independence on any
thing like doing business on that basis. 

The cost of producing it here is a much 
higher price. We can achieve energy in
dependence at the higher price, and that 
is the price that we are going to have to 
pay anyway, because these foreign pro
ducers will not sell it to us any cheaper. 

If one is willing to pay for gas on a 
Btu basis, just on that heat equivalent, 
the same thing he pays for oil, he can 
achieve tremendous increase in the pro
duction of gas, such a tremendous in
crease in production that he need not 
take it away from the fellow who has 
been willing to pay for it in the past, on 
whose behalf he has made the decision 
that he should not be permitted to pay 
for it and that he should do without, he 
is not confronted with that decision. 

All he really has to do is agree that he 
is willing to let his consumers pay the 
same price for gas that they are paying 
for energy already, which is about the 
Btu equivalent with regard to oil. 

They are buying oil, if they cannot get 

gas, if they cannot get coal, all they 
really have to do is to pay about the 
same price that their money would buy 
them in those two alternative fuels, and 
they can buy a great deal of aas. 

Not only that, they will bring on a 
tremendous amount of additional pro
duction of gas. So they do not really 
have to rob Peter to pay Paul 1n order to 
get the gas. All they really have to do is 
pay the person who is in the position to 
produce it what the product is really 
worth. 

What is the alternative to this frus
trating situation of trying to make some
one sell something for a price below 
that which it is worth-a proposal that 
will not work? 

It will not work for a very simple rea
son. The Congress can pass laws to say 
one cannot sell something for more than 
a certain amount of money, but it can
not make a man sell it. It cannot make 
a man produce something if he is not 
satisfied with the price he will receive 
for it. 

But there is a way it can be had un
der the Constitution. The Government 
can expropriate it. It can take it. It has 
the right to just take a man's property, 
take the resources, use them for a na
tional purpose and pay him what it is 
worth. 

Now, to pay him what it is worth, that 
is not the price that can be fixed by an 
arbitrary Federal price control law. To 
pay a man what it is worth is something 
that would be decided by the courts in 
the last analysis under the due process 
clause in the Constitution. 

The court would look to see what one 
pays for oil, what one pays for coal, 
what one pays for hydroelectric power, 
and looking to see what the other things 
are worth, what they will bring in a com
petitive market, the court would proceed 
to fix a price. 

That price is i·eally, in the last anal
ysis, the same price the producers would 
be willing to produce ~nd sell it for, just 
as much as they could find. They would 
be perfectly happy to produce and sell 
all the gas they can find as fast as they 
can produce it if one were to offer them 
$2 a thousand for that gas. 

That is about what would have to be 
paid if the Government were to try to 
take it under the Federal Government's 
power of expropriation. 

This is an odd-type price control law 
for which the advocates are contending. 
They would seek to put a price control on 
the product people are getting from the 
ground, which has been there for 50 mil
lion years, one price in Louisiana, an
other price in Texas, another price in 
Mississippi, another price 1n Oklahoma, 
another prlce in New Jersey, and another 
price in any other State of the Union. 
What kind of justice is that? If you are 
going to take someone's reserves why 
should not 1,000 cubic feet in Louisiana 
be worth just as much as 1,000 cubic feet 
of gas somewhere else? It does not make 
any sense. If we proceed on the theory 
that gas had been sold in a State at a 
certain price, we would go on a State-by
State basis to fix a price within those 
States. 

In doing that, they would presume that 
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a man who refused to sell his gas for $1 
could in fairness be required to sell the 
gas for $1 because somebody else had 
signed a contract to sell gas for $1. That 
is not a logical assumption at all. If a 
man declined to sell his gas at that price, 
he undoubtedly had his reasons for not 
doing so. There is no other logic to sup
port that position. 

It would seem to me, Mr. President, 
that if we are going to move toward any 
sort of energy independence, the time has 
come when those who would seek to take 
someone else's resources and use them 
for their advantage should be willing to 
pay the competitive price for those re
sources. If they do, at least in that one 
industry we will start moving toward en
ergy independence. But it should not be 
a 6-month proposition. If we are going to 
let a person sell and we are going to in
vade Louisiana, Texas, and Oklahoma to 
get the gas that exists in those States, 
we ought to be willing to do at least some
thing to help this Nation with its 
problem. 

Mr. President, if they are going to ask 
that we take the others who have been 
willing to pay a price and deny them 
what they bought, to take it from them 
and give it to you, at least you ought to 
be willing to make some slight contribu
tion to the overall good. What would 
that logical contribution be? 

The logic of that would be that you 
would do something to help us get new 
supplies, to get more of something that 
is in short supply. Basically, all we would 
ask would be just that you agree, one, 
to pay what it is worth, and two, to be 
willing to let us produce more and sell 
that for what it is worth. If you would 
do that, we can do just a great deal more 
drilling. We would have a tremendous 
incentive to produce energy. In this one 
area we would move toward energy in
dependence. 

So far, Mr. President, the Congress has 
done nothing to move this Nation in an 
effective way, nothing that has actually 
paid o:ff to the consumer to move us 
toward energy independence, except to 
vote a 55-mile speed limit on the high
ways. One could argue that the Congress 
ought to have the credit for at least vot
ing to widen the right of way for the 
Alaskan pipeline from 50 feet to 100 feet, 
but I would point out that that has yet 
to yield us one barrel of oil on this end, 
and it will be years before it does yield 
us any oil. 1977 is when that is expected 
to be completed. Between now and 1977 
there will be no relief to come from that. 
So if we are thinking in terms of any
thing that has been done that actually 
has helped the situation to this point, 
all that Congress can claim credit for 
is it went along with the President on 
the 55-mile-per-hour speed limit. 

Congress has impeded the production 
of coal by passing strip mining bills that 
impose environmental standards so 
severe that the President felt compelled 
to veto those which, by his explanation, 
do more harm than good and result in 
less energy, not more. So we are stymied 
in coal. 

We have enough coal to provide this 
Nation's requirements for 800 years at 
the rate we are using it now. If we quad-

rupled the rate at which we were using 
it, which we should, we would still have 
enough to provide our needs for 200 
years. 

Yet that has been stopped as the Con
gress did what it could to impose in
creased environmental demands on the 
industry rather than encourage the in
dustry to move forward with that pro
gram. So Congress has been counterpro
ductive in the coal area. 

In the oil area we have heard these 
speeches ringing the rafters again, day 
in and day out, about the fantastic 
profits of the oil companies. They are not 
making any fantastic profits here in the 
United States, and that is the only place 
that is really important. The oil that 
exists in the North Sea is not doing us 
any good. Incidentally, they are not 
making fantastic profits there either. 

We have heard this talk about the 
tremendous profits that they hope to 
make someday in Alaska. Well, they have 
not made any fantastic profits in Alaska. 
They will have a $10 billion investment 
in Alaska before they ever begin to get 
any cash flow from Alaska. They will 
have about $10 billion invested and 
nothing coming out. 

But I have heard these speeches that 
ring the rafters, of all these tremendous 
profits that they hope to make someday 
in Alaska. I have seen many a person go 
broke hoping to make a profit someday. 
They will be $10 billion in the red before 
the cash flow ever turns around and be
gins to bring in some money rather than 
just cost them billions upon billions to 
explore up there. 

Then I heard the speeches about the 
tremendous profits they are going to 
make on the Continental Shelf out in 
the Gulf of Mexico. 

Well, they are $2.3 billion behind out 
there. So they will have to make another 
$2.3 billion profit that they have not 
made and pay the taxes on it, which 
probably means they will have to make 
$5 billion before they will ever get back 
the money they have in the Gulf of 
Mexico, assuming they do not invest any
thing more out there to try to find more 
oil. They are in the red. The bottom line 
is that they are $2.5 billion in the red 
in the Gulf of Mexico. 

Thanks to the merciful Lord, they 
have been able to make a profit within 
the territorial limits of the old 48 States. 
That profit, leaving out Alaska, and 
averaged against the submerged lands in 
the Gulf, works out on the overall to be 
about 10 percent, which is pretty close 
to about what the average is for 
manufacturing. 

What we ought to be doing, if we hope 
to ever achieve energy independence, is 
to encourage people to put their money 
in oil and gas instead of putting it in 
something else. We need the energy. We 
ought to be encouraging them to invest 
their money in developing coal instead 
of something else. 

But that is not being done either. In 
fact, quite the opposite is being done. 
Bills are being introduced to make the 
industry divest itself of various segments 
of that industry. Bills are being intro-
duced, and we are hearing speeches 
made, to suggest that we roll back the 

price that they get for their on in the 
United States, to roll it back, even 
though the profits that the industry is 
making in the United States, after hav
ing lost its depletion allowance, are only 
about the same profits being made for 
the average of all manufacturing. 

We hear advocates advocating that we 
should nationalize the industry. Above 
all, if they cannot nationalize it, they 
want to regulate it until the industry can 
hardly move in any respect whatever. 

Why would one want to put his money 
into that, confronted with all the day
by-day oratory here, hate, venom, unfair 
accusations, that do not make a lot of 
sense but that sound good to anyone who 
does not know better? All the threats 
of having the industry taken over, even 
having the Government put in business 
competing with it-which, incidentally, a 
majority of the Senate voted for Just a 
few months ago. Only a short time ago, 
the majority of the Senate voted that 
the Federal Government would go out 
and drill on Federal lands, where the 
new frontiers are, and the best prospects 
would be, before it ever lets private in
dustry go out and drill those leases-go 
out and drill in competition with the 
very people who pay these large amounts 
of money to buy those leases. 

So here is an industry overregulated, 
faced with large tax increases-their tax 
liability has been more than doubled in 
the crisis; rather than encourage them 
to make more money, we double their 
taxes by removing their depletion allow
ance, threaten them with Federal expro
priation, put the Federal Government in 
competition with them, and threaten 
them with nationalization. And, while we 
are doing all that, we try to find some 
way to prevent them from making a 
profit wherever they might be making 
a profit. 

Why do I say that? Well, at least they 
have a prospect of making some money 
by producing in the States that are in 
a Position to export some energy. In 
those areas, they have an opportunity to 
produce and sell to their neighbors at a 
profit. But here is a bill to impose Fed
eral price controls on the price at which 
they can seh their product to their own 
neighbors. 

There is nobody from Louisiana ask
ing for Federal price controls on the gas 
that, as a practical matter, we are not 
permitted to sell beyond our boundaries. 
There is nobody in Texas asking for a 
Federal rollback in prices or price con
trols on the gas that, as a practical mat
ter, they are foreclosed from selling be
yond the boundaries of that State. No
~ody in Oklahoma is asking for anything 
like that. They ai·e quite content to pay 
their friends and neighbors what it costs 
in what appears to be a fair price bar~ 
gain between the producer and the con
sumer, for gas in those States. 

One would think that if someone 
wanted to bny the gas, he would be will
ing to compete with those people for it. 
But oh, no; the proposal is that what
ever the average price was that was being 
paid at that time will be made the ceil
ing, and that you will try to buy 1t. It 
is going to be hard to buy on that basis, 
because those people there feel it is worth 
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a lot more than that. In many cases, they 
will be asked to sell something for a price 
which they have already turned down. 

They certainly will not be encouraged 
to produce any, becr,use those who have 
reason to think that if they will drill 
deeper in the locations where they now 
are, they might produce more gas, would 
be encouraged just to wait, with the atti
tude that if they just wait long enough, 
Congress will eventually see that this 
program is excessive and needless Fed
eral regulation that does not get energy, 
but keeps us from getting energy, and 
that eventually they will see the light and 
let us sell our product for what it is 
worth. They will take the attitude that 
it has been down there for 50 million 
years; it can stay there a while longer 
until Congress is willing to let them sell 
it for what it is worth on a competitive 
basis. When that happens, they will be 
willing to sell, but they have not been 
o:fiered that opportunity. 

What they are o:fiered here is another 
price control law, with someone coming 
in and trying to make them sell their 
gas for a price they have turned down al
ready, by saying they cannot receive any 
more than the average price paid to those 
who would sell under contracts. 

Many of those people who sold were 
under compulsion to sell. They did not 
have much choice about it. Some of them 
were in situations where they discovered 
gas, and they were having to pay rentals 
and royalties; even if they did not sell it, 
they were having to make payments in 
lieu of royalties because they could have 
sold it, but if they d~clined to make that 
deal they had to pay royalties and rentals 
to someone, because they could have sold 
it, had they thought they had better wait 
and try to get a better price. 

So many of those people did not have 
much say-so about it; they were under 
compulsion. They were forced to sell be
cause they had to pay these delay rentals 
and royalties just to stand still, and the 
pressure was such that they had to go 
ahead and sell the product for whatever 
they could get, rather than wait for 
someone to o:fier them what the equiva
lent would be on a Btu basis. 

This bill would seek to compel a great 
number of those people to sell the prod
uct for a price that is below that which 
they have turned down already. In ad
dition to that, it would seek to make their 
energy available to someone else for a 
lesser price than he is paying for what 
he is consuming already. In other words, 
if he is using coal or if he is using oil 
in the consuming States, it would take 
it from someone else and make it avail
able to him, in many casei:; for a lesser 
price than he is paying now. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield on that point? 

Mr. LONG. I yield. 
Mr. GLENN. I think the Senator has a 

misconception as to what this bill would 
provide. It would only apply where nat
ural gas shortages are causing high un
employment and distress now. If those 
industries were capable of using coal or 
fuel oil, they would already be required 
to convert. 

Quite apart from this consideration of 
whether gas is coming in from outside 

a particular State or not, I think 90 
percent or more of the distinguished Sen
ator's comments here have applied them
selves to the long-term aspects of oil, 
and he speaks very eloquently to that. He 
has been involved in these questions and 
this legislation for many years. 

I, too, want to concern myself with 
the long-term aspects of oil and gas pol
icy. We have commitments to bring 
S. 692 to the floor immediately upon con
sideration of this Natural Gas Emergency 
Act. 

The Senator from Louisiana has used 
terms such as "nationalize," and 
"charges and accusations," "expropria
tion," and "prevent profits." These are 
terms that I do not like to see applied 
to the short-term emergency natural gas 
act we are concerned with here. The Sen
ator is very much aware that if we turned 
the whole industry loose, that if we said 
today the gas industry would be un
regulated in any way, shape or form, 
FTC, FSA, pricing, or anything else, it 
still would not result in 1 cubic foot 
of new natural gas being available by the 
time cold weather sets in this winter. It 
would not help alleviate the cold weather 
we will face in Ohio, with a 65 percent 
curtailment cutback, on November 1. The 
cutbacks are e:fiective on November 1 at 
65 percent. So there is no drilling or no 
consideration of price increase that 
will do us any good in this short period 
of time. 

Long term, I agree, these things can 
have an e:fiect. They have been put off 
too long, and I agree with the Senator 
from Louisiana that for years past, when 
these things should have been consid
ered, they were not. 

But that does not help us over the 
hump we are on right now. The Senator 
has said we are proposing "to take away 
from." He has used that word several 
times; that we are "taking away" from 
those producing States. 

That is simply not true. We are not 
robbing anyone else of gas. All we are 
trying to do is make more efficient use 
of this premium fuel. The bill we have 
sponsored is one that will get gas from 
three basic sources: New wells coming 
in would get priority in this area; new 
gas coming in that has not been used 
before; conversion of boiler fuel on elec
tric plants where it is particularly waste
ful, and only where those plants can be 
converted over to fuel oil or coal, and 
even then we say that those pipelines, 
buying the gas, are required to make 
those companies financially whole. 

We do not want them to take a loss 
and assume all of the costs from other 
States. So we are saying that even these 
costs may be passed on to the user in a 
distressed area in one of the 14 States 
that will be in that status this winter. 

As to maximum efficient rate produc
tion, I think that was one area to which 
the distinguished Senator referred. We 
feel that, where there is an impending 
economic crisis in this country and where 
we might find our economic recovery 
possibly crippled by the potential of an
other half-million unemployed an MER 
of production is justified. At a time when 
we are coming out of the doldrums of 
nearly 9 percent unemployment, the 

prospects of another surge of unemploy
ment is disastrous. We must not let that 
happen. 

What we are saying then is that en
ergy must now be considered as some
thing that is not always available, al
ways there in greater quantities. We are 
saying now that the time has come when 
we really do have to worry about energy. 
I agree that had we taken up the long
term aspects of energy earlier, that 
would have encouraged more drilling 
everywhere. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, let me claim 
my right for a moment because I want 
to respond to some of this, and I will be 
glad to yield to the Senator further then. 

Mr. GLENN. Fine. I have a couple more 
points to respond to on what the Sena
tor said. 

Mr. LONG. I will respond and then 
proceed to the others. 

In the first place, the Sena tor would 
claim a priority for certain of his con
sumers, mainly manufacturers, because 
he says that those people cannot use oil 
or cannot use coal. 

If that is the basis upon which he is 
claiming that priority, what right does 
he have to expect to purchase that gas, 
especially when he is claiming a priority 
over the other guy who would like to buy 
it, and what equity does he have on his 
side tha t says he has to pay any less than 
he pays for the coal or oil that he says 
would not serve the purpose and is not 
adequate? In other words, if his claim 
to this is that oil or coal would not serve 
his purpose, then why should he be pro
vided with this any cheaper than it cost 
to provide him with oil or coal? Why? 

Mr. GLENN. No. 1, I do not think we 
have all the Btu equivalency information 
that we need. If the Senator wants to set 
up our energy resources on the basis of 
Btu equivalency, I think that is an at
tractive approach. We do not have the 
information on solar energy, geothermal 
energy, or other energy sources, sufficient 
to provide for a long-term energy pricing 
policy for the country. 

Mr. LONG. All I am saying to the 
Senator is this: There is no court in this 
land that would permit someone taking 
a man's property and paying him for it 
less than it is worth. 

If the courts of this country are going 
to have to say what it is worth if one 
expropriates a man's property, looking 
at that due process clause, they will un
doubtedly consider what one would have 
to pay if he were buying oil, or if he were 
buying coal, or if he were buying an 
alternate fuel. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield on that point for a mo
ment on the free market price? 

Mr. LONG. Yes. 
Mr. GLENN. That is exactly what we 

are going to. We have seen the free 
market set the price intrastate. There 
may have been unfairnesses interstate. 
I do not know. But as to intrastate the 
price is precise. That is what we are 
paying. 

Mr. LONG. I say to the Senator that 
by definition that is not a free market 
price. That is confined. If there were a 
surplus, let us say for sake of argument, 
that Louisiana ls producing a surplus of 
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energy, producing more oil than they 
are using down there and producing 
more gas than they are using down there. 
The Senator would confine the price to 
what it is selling for in an area where 
it is a surplus. There is a scarcity. Why 
have those who buy in an area of scarc
ity limit themselves to the price where 
it is being sold where the product is in 
surplus? 

If the Senator wants to talk about a 
free market price, he is talking about the 
whole market. He is not talking about 
what the price will be. If the Senator 
confines it just inside one county and 
says this person cannot sell his gas, if 
they have a lot of it, beyond this county, 
why obviously he could hold the price 
even lower than that. If the Senator is 
talking about what that would be on a 
competitive basis, if one wants to buy it 
intrastate, he ought to talk about what 
the market will be intrastate. 

If the market were interstate, it is very 
clear that he would have to expect to 
pay about what that energy is worth on 
a Btu basis. 

Mr. GLENN. If the Senator will yield, 
I think the history of this country is re
plete with repeated examples of when 
there have been shortages of one type or 
another, where prices have been con
trolled and where we have put the lid on 
prices for a period of time, so that we did 
not see one particular group of consum
ers or one particular part of the country 
receive unfair price hikes for short pe
riods of time. We try to keep such a lid 
on here. That is all we are trying to ac
complish with this. We are trying to let 
that free market-that; set the intrastate 
price-be the price level during this 
emergency period. 

I am committed, along with the Sen
ator from Louisiana, to make sure that 
we do get to the long-term considera
tions. Thus, we are not talking about this 
same bill year after year. 

Mr. LONG. I say to the Senator he is 
not talking about a free market. It is a 
farce. It is a farce and a fraud, on the 
face of it, when they are not pennitted, 
as a practical matter, to sell beyond their 
own State. 

Mr. GLENN. I agree with the Senat.or 
completely, that there is no free market 
as long as we let our energy needs be set 
by the OPEC nations. That is the level 
our domestic price have risen to. Would 
the Senator propose we let our natural 
gas prices go up to that same level? I 
cannot imagine anything more ridiculous 
than a foreign nation setting our natural 
gas prices in addition to crude oil prices. 

Mr. LONG. I say to the Senator that 
we do not have to buy oil from the OPEC 
nations. We have the privilege of doing 
without. Up to now we have made the 
decision, as far as the producing States 
on gas are concerned, we are not going 
to buy their gas; we are going to exer
cise the privilege on behalf of our con
sumers of doing without. 

That is all right with me. I do not 
think it makes a lot of sense. 

Frankly, if Ohio does not want to use 
Louisiana gas, that is fine. In time, we 
will be able to attract enough interests in 
Louisiana to use all that gas ourselves. 

As a matter of fact, 15 years from now 
we will be having to buy energy back 
from the States of this Nation because 
in Louisiana it will have been depleted 
to a point to where we would wish we kept 
it where it is. 

But if the Senat.or wants to buy it, he 
ought to be willing to pay for what it is 
worth and what it would be worth on a 
competitive basis. 

I say to the Senator, I am not advocat
ing that he pay me $4 a thousand for 
gas, even though there are people who 
would pay that much for it right now. 
But I say, if he wants to limit the price 
he is going to pay, it ought to be at a 
minimum what he would pay and what 
he would buy if he could use coal or if 
he could use oil, but if he is going to pay 
the Arabs that high price he is paying 
for oil, which he could not have had to 
pay, by the way, if those from consumer 
States had been willing to maintain a 
domestic industry here, it makes all the 
more sense he ought to be willing to pay 
his own producers, if that is what it is 
going to take, to get the energy. It is 
going to take that. This industry has not 
been making any exorbitant profit. It 
is making in the United States about a 
10-percent profit, which is about the 
same as being made for the average of 
manufacturing. 

There was testimony before the Com
mittee on Finance that to provide ade
quate incentive to increase production, 
and we need to attract hundreds of bil
lions of dollars of investments in this in
dustry to increase production to meet our 
needs, they ought t.o be making a 15-per
cent profit after taxes. 

If the Senator were in a position to 
say, "Well, the industry is making ex
orbitant profits," that would be some
thing else. But that is just not the situa
tion for the domestic oil and gas indus
try. They are not making exorbitant 
profits in this country. 

If the decision of this Nation is that 
it is going to pay for new oil a price 
that is equivalent to $200 a thousand for 
gas, then for those who cannot even use 
oil, who need gas, which they cannot get, 
one would think that at least they would 
be willing to pay the same price as what 
it would cost if they were going to use 
oil. 

What is their case for taking someone's 
gas, which he is using to run a generat
ing plant, and using it in their plant 
after they take it away from him, other 
than the fact that they are not in posi
tion to use oil and they think he can. It 
would seem to me at a minimum they 
should be willing to pay the same p1ice 
as they would pay for the new oil. 

Mr. GLENN. If the Senator will yield 
further, I think we have reached a time 
in the development of this Nation, if we 
may get a bit philosophical for a mo
ment, where we cannot really look at 
merely one State. In the past we have 
had plenty of energy and shipped it in
terstate, thus we had one part of the Na
tion perhaps develop an industrial base 
based on energy supplied by another part 
of the country. That is the way we have 
developed. Now those nice, big, easily, 
available energy supplies are no longer 

as readily available as in the past. We 
cannot say that a particular form of en
ergy belongs to one State or one part of 
the country, that everybody else can 
freeze, and that we are going to see hun
dreds of thousands of people unemployed 
this winter. It is unconscionable not to 
try to do something about such dismal 
prospects. 

Here we have proposed going to the 
free market intrastate prices and con
sider the longer term aspects later. As 
to a free market right now, I agree that 
worth is in the eye of the beholder, and 
obviously prices are going to go up. But 
today our prices are determined by what 
OPEC wants, $11, $12, or $13 a barrel for 
their oil, and our domestic price goes 
up to that, and some suggest our natural 
gas is going to go up to these same levels. 
Our free market intrastate price has been 
far below that, and people are making 
a profit at that price. So it seems to me 
that the tack we have taken here is the 
one that can get us by through the win
ter while we get on with the long-term 
consideration, without halting our fragile 
economic recovery. 

If we let prices go up to the $3 that 
Mr. Nassikas predicts in some areas, if 
we go uncontrolled on this, there could 
be a big enough economic impact when 
coupled with the OPEC increases over 
the past weekend, that we could be 
destroying our own economic recovery 
right here. 

The State of Ohio produces gas-noth
ing like Louisiana--but I cannot believe 
any of us are going to stand by and hold 
hostage the short-term considerations 
in order to get long-term proposals that 
have been considered for years on the 
docket here. I want the long-term con
siderations, and I am committed to 
bringing them up immediately after this 
bill. 

The Senator has brought up such 
things as the Btu basis and the free 
markets intrastate versus interstate, and 
we have talked about the convenience 
factor and about nationalizing and ex
propropriation. These are all things that 
in the five or six bills that are considered 
in the Senate, long term that are going 
to take quite a while to debate. I am 
sure the Senat.or will agree with that. 
It will take quite a while to settle long 
term debates. Meanwhile people lose jobs, 
plants shut down. I believe we cannot 
therefore debate the long term and short 
term measures at one time. Right now, 
we are at the paint that cool weather in 
the Capital City is upon us. We have 
very few weeks to develop the emergency 
measures necessary--on this point the 
cosponsors and the administration are 
in agreement. 

It is obvious, when we consider each 
of the items the Sena tor from Louisiana 
has brought up, the OPEC situation, the 
five or six bills involved, the amending 
and the floor process, that if we tie these 
things together, we are going to be in for 
a long fall here. More importantly it will 
be too late. We might just as well with
draw this bill and not mislead people 
into believing that they are going to get 
any help this winter. We will, instead, 
have several hundred thousand unem-
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ployed and will cripple our economy dur
ing its recovery. I do not want that on 
my conscience. 

I hope we can keep the long-term and 
short-term aspects separate and consider 
the short-term legislation first, and I will 
work with the Senator from Louisiana on 
getting the long-term aspects considered 
as fast as we can. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I have been 
in favor of solving this problem for a 
very long time, and I am in favor of solv
ing it now. The first thing we should do 
to solve this problem is to start people 
drilling for gas where they can find it. 

If you are talking about getting a lot 
of energy to meet the energy problem in 
a hurry, you will get more energy faster 
in this area than anywhere else. In this 
area there is more energy that can be 
made available to the people of this 
country, for a smaller investment of 
capital and quicker, with less environ
mental problems, than anywhere else. 

Frankly, if we do not pass this bill, the 
pressure will continue to build up on 
those who have kept us from solving the 
problem, who have kept us from produc
ing more oil, who have kept us from pro
ducing more coal, who have kept us from 
producing more gas. The pressure will 
continue to build up on them to go along 
with something that will move us toward 
solving this problem by producing more 
energy. If they are able to fix it up so 
that you cannot drill for gas, if they are 
able to get the other man's gas to solve 
that problem, they will continue to resist. 
I am not saying that the Senator from 
Ohio will do this, but those who agree 
with him and who come from that area 
of the Nation will continue to resist our 
efforts for incentives to producers to get 
us more energy. 

Frankly, those who come from Ohio, 
Illinois, Michigan, and other States in 
that area, and those from New England, 
will continue to try to get the other 
man's gas at a cheap price and deny the 
producer the incentive he needs to go out 
and find a great deal of additional gas 
so that everybody can have all they want. 

I want to move this Nation forward, 
not just to favor one fellow over the 
other, because I want to see us solve this 
problem; and I say we are denying the 
people the chance to have more energy 
if we pass the bill the way the Senator 
has introduced it. We need an incentive 
to go ahead and produce and make it 
available. 

In the last analysis, the price of coal 
and the price of oil relate to one another. 
As long as the price of gas was being 
held down to a very low price, that was 
preventing the people from producing 
coal, and it is still preventing them from 
developing our coal reserves. If we let 
them have a price for gas that competes 
with oil, we will be providing them with 
an incentive to produce more. 

The Senator appears to indicate that 
there is nothing to my statement that he 
would take away from gas from those 
who have it now. We all know that the 
Senator proposes in his bill that some
body who has a generating plant in one 
State would have to change over from 
a generating plant with gas to generat
ing with oil. Then he would take that 

gas and pipe it through to the manu
facturers in his State. He also has a 
provision in his bill to compensate those 
people who were losing their gas because 
it was being taken away from them. 

I find some points that are objection
able about that. At least, I would have 
severe questions about them. 

One point is that where one is using 
natural gas, he has a reliable supply, 
which is good for a long period of time. 
If he has a generating plant and has 
some oil available, he can use it over a 
short period of time. If he uses it very 
long, it tends to gum up a furnance that 
is designed to burn gas; but for a short 
period of time he can use fuel oil in an 
emergency. That is his backup supply. 

If one puts that man's gas into a pipe
line that goes to another State and then 
makes him convert to oil, he may have 
some oil on hand, but he has lost his 
backup. If the Arabs ait that point should 
decide they are going to boycott us again 
and the oil is in short supply, he does not 
have the option of using that gas for the 
continuous supply. He has then lost his 
backup, in the event that the other 
product is not available to him, in order 
to make it available somewhere else. That 
is point No. 1. 

Point No. 2: I have no doubt that dur
ing a 6-month period, those who are to 
be compensated will be compenated; but 
I also have no doubt that once a bill is 
passed which takes gas from producing 
States and puts it into States outside of 
their boundaries, once that gas has been 
committed to those interstate pipelines, 
the consumers in those States, having 
paid those people in producing States to 
use their gas one winter, are going to 
want to get rid of those people at the 
first opportunity. 

Having taken gas from the producing 
States and converted over in 1 year, they 
will expect their representatives to in
sist on continuing that act and it will be 
continued the next year and the year 
after, if it should become law. But they 
will not be satisfied with just continuing. 
They will say, "Get those people off our 
backs; we want that gas cheap." 

To be fair about it, those consumers 
h: those areas have been badly spoiled. 
Those from producing States selling gas 
to them signed contracts which indicated 
that they were going to get a price for 
gas which would go up as the cost of liv
ing went up. It would go up as the cost 
of finding more energy would go up. They 
were denied the opportunity to sell that 
product for what it was worth. Under 
the Phillips decision, they were required 
to sell that product sometimes for a mere 
fraction of what the contract called for. 

They have been badly burned in that 
situation. But those on the consuming 
end have been badly spoiled. They had 
every reason to expect that they would 
be paying a much higher price for the 
product than they are paying. So that, 
having seen that at one time, they were 
successful in getting the product for a 
lot less than the contract required, one 
can understand why it would be good 
politics to lead those people to believe 
that, in good time, they could again get 
it for a lot less than the contract required. 

Those from producing States, of .course, 

had every reason to be suspicious of that 
result. But the result is they are inclined 
to say, "Well, fool me once, shame on you; 
fool me twice, shame on me." 

Now, they have been through that, 
having their gas committed where they 
are supposed to get a price and then, in 
due course, finding out that they did not 
get it at all. I think, Mr. President, they 
would be very reluctant, having been 
through that scenario, to think that, were 
they to be compensated for the gas taken 
from them, that compensation was going 
to continue beyond 6 months. The act 
would be continued and those in consum
ing States would find it politically com
pulsive, if nothing else, if we pass this 
amendment, to say, "Oh, no, we will not 
compensate you in the future. We will 
compensate you for what we've been 
getting--" 

Mr. GLENN. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BEALL. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. LONG. I yield to the distinguished 

Senator from Maryland. 
Mr. BEALL. I wanted to ask the Sen

ator a question, because I am from a con
suming State and I have been unsuccess
ful in getting an adequate supply of nat
ural gas for our State, particularly those 
industries which will face a real problem 
because of the inadequacy of natural gas 
supply. As I read the Hollings-Glenn 
measure, the FPC is going to be required 
to set an average price. Coming from a 
consuming State, perhaps the Senator 
could explain it to me. As I understand 
what will happen under the average 
pricing arrangement, it would be that the 
Commission would say to the producers 
in the intrastate market. "This is the 
average price that has been charged in 
contracts over a certain period of time 
and, therefore, this is the price you are 
going to be able to get-" 

Mr. PEARSON. In the month of 
August. 

Mr. BEALL [~ontinuingJ. "For your 
gas that you are going to be able to sell 
temporarily to people who want to make 
up a shortage." 

The thing that troubles me about the 
average price, in addition to other things 
about the FPC moving into the intrastate 
market, is that that means that probably 
about half of the producers are not going 
to be able to get what they think their 
product needs or what they deserve for 
their product. Is that the Senator's un
derstanding? And therefore, rather than 
get more gas, we are liable to get less 
production. 

Mr. LONG. Senator, this bill will not 
bring on any more production. I think 
we can all agree on that. In other words, 
if a person has gas-let us take a typical 
situation. Here is a person who has gas. 
He has a big gas field. He is producing 
and selling from it. In Louisiana and 
Texas and Oklahoma, where most of this 
gas is going to be found and produced, 
that gas is on what is known as salt dome 
structure. Millions of years ago, a salt 
dome pushed up in a subterranean area 
and by pushing up, it caused a number 
of faults and formations of the Earth and 
caused this liquid and this gas to find its 
way up and become trapped in those salt 
dome structures. 
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The best place to look for gas is right 
beneath where you are producing it now. 
Now, the way those leases have been 
drawn for the last 50 years, as far back 
as there has been an oil and gas industry, 
is that as long as that producer is pro
ducing petrochemicals at the level where 
he has discovered it, he is required to drill 
offset wells at that same horizon. But he 
is not required to drill any deeper. 

As long as we have a frustrating situa
tion such as we have right now, the best 
prospect to find more gas is l'ight beneath 
what is there. Yet there is every economic 
disincentive to drill down and find it, for 
a very simple reason. He has been com
mitted or at least he has been forced to 
sell it for a price which is totally inade
quate. He does not want to have his new 
gas committed to that unfair, unreason
able, totally inadequate price, so he is 
just not going to drill down any deeper 
until this fiasco is finally resolved. The 
result is that he will just sit there on it 
and leave it there until he is permitted 
to sell it on a competitive basis. 

Mr. PEARSON. Will the Senator yield 
on that point? 

Mr. LONG. Yes. 
Mr. PEARSON. They may be able to 

get more gas out of 2310. This bill pro
vides that there shall be maximum ef
ficient production. 

To get that, the bill also says that the 
State agencies in every State will iden
tify the fields and then identify as to 
maximum efficient production, and if 
they do not do it in 45 days, the bill pro
vides that the Secretary of the Interior 
in Washington, can go out and make that 
judgment. 

In addition to that, there is a provi
sion that says that if we could produce 
or if a man has gas for sale and he does 
not produce it or does not sell it, then he 
cannot ever, thereafter, sell it for any 
amount over the ceiling price in this par
ticular bill. 

Mr. LONG. All that is going to do for 
them is put them into court. 

Mr. PEARSON. There is a judicial re
view limitation here that the Senator 
ought to look at, too. 

Mr. LONG. I knew that. I knew that 
anybody who would try anything as 
ridiculous as this provision in the bill 
had to put something in there to try to 
keep the courts out of it, because it is 
so unreasonable, so unfair, that they 
must not allow anybody to get justice 
before a court. I can understand that 
they would try to put a provision in there 
that would deny access to the courts. 

I have news for my friends. There is 
no way they can confiscat-e somebody's 
property without the courts getting into 
it. They may have some young people 
down there on the committee staff who 
have different ideas. But they ought to 
consult their own friends, their friends 
in the American Civil Liberties Union. 
They will find they cannot do something 
like that without going to court, because 
when we start taking someone's prop
erty, he is protected by the due process 
clause of the American Constitution. 

While they can prevent him from sell
ing what he has, they have no power to 
make him sell it for a price that is set 

by them. If he chooses just not to sell, 
they cannot make him sell. 

I ask the distinguished Senator if he 
has had any advice contrary to that? 

Mr. GLENN. If the Senator will per
mit a comment, I think the provision in 
the bill is that there could not be a stay 
by the courts while litigation is in prog
ress. In other words, we could see all of 
this being tied up in the courts this win
ter and there not being a chance of 
getting any gas into the interstate pipe
lines. We did not want to see that hap
pen. 

Litigation could continue on this if a 
particular producer felt that he had been 
unfairly dealt with in the area of pricing, 
for instance, or how FPC had set this 
up as to which regions had been in
cluded in what pricing mechanism here. 
If they felt unduly put upon by that, they 
could take it to court. But during the 
interim period, there could not be a stay 
on the gas coming into the pipeline sys
tem that had been provided for at that 
price. The courts would still be involved. 

Mr. LONG. Would the Senator mind 
explaining to me, is he proceeding un
der the theory that a court can make a 
man sell his product against his will? 

Mr. GLENN. No, not that we can force 
a man to sell his product against his 
will. 

Mr. LONG. Well, then, the Senator's 
bill will be a very frustrating experience 
if it should ever find its way onto the 
statute books. Some of us thought about 
this bill and we looked at the version 
that he came out here with. We said, 
well, if that one goes in, we know that 
that will not get him any gas. All that 
will get him is some lawsuits and they 
will be in court from now until the bill 
expires and eventually they will learn 
more about the law than they know 
now. 

We knew that the earlier version, 
while it had some faults and it had been 
perfected to try to overcome some of the 
defects of those who thought along that 
line before, we fully anticipated that 
those who had produced that measure 
would put a provision in here to deny 
one his rights in court, because obvi
ously, what they are seeking to do here 
would put them in court and they would 
not accomplish anything. 

It is our considered opinion that with 
what we have hern, we will not get any 
gas, anyway, even if we do deny the 
courts the right to give a person a day 
before that judicial body, because we 
do not have any power to make a person 
give up his product and if we want to 
take it--which, of course, can be done. 
Within the Constitution, we can take 
it. But if we want to take it, the court 
is going to make us pay what it is 
worth. 

Mr. GLENN. Will the Senator yield 
on the amount of gas? 

Mr. LONG. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. GLENN. Both FPC and FEA have 

come up with the estimate of the amount 
they feel can be released within this 
bill. They feel that with a 1.3 trillion 
shortfall this year, we can make up pos
sibly a third of it. That is the best we 
can do with this bill or any other bill, as 

they see it. Even if we took all the un
limited pricing off, if we went to unlim
ited pricing-let me quote from the 
hearings. 

Mr. LONG. Hold on for just 1 minut::!. 
Let us talk about that. The Senator is 
talking about the fact that there is only 
a certain amount of gas that can be 
made available this winter. 

Mr. GLENN. And they feel it will be, 
and if we pass this bill they feel it will 
happen. 

Mr. LONG. But here is what is wrong 
with the Senator's bill. The Senator's bill 
will continue the disincentives that exist 
now of inducing people drilling to pro
duce more. All you have to do is work 
toward decontrol. Let people sell their 
product on a free market basis, and I 
am not talking about the Senator's def
inition of a competitive market where it 
is just confined within one State. Let 
them sell their product on a free inter
state market, and you can get all the 
gas the prodt:.cers can produce or, in the 
alternative, let them sell their gas for 
what oil is worth on a Btu basis, and 
you can get all the gas those people can 
produce. 

But this idea of trying to make him 
sell it to you below what you would 
expect to pay for oil, what you would 
expect to pay for coal, below what you 
would expect to pay for any other fuel, 
make them sell you a premium fuel be
low the price you would expect to pay 
for these other fuels, you are in for a 
frustrating experience because you can
not make these people sign those con
tracts and you cannot make them sell 
it. You can forbid them to sell to some
body else by this law. Yes. You can pass 
a law preventing them or denying them 
the right to sell it or you can even pass 
a law forbidding them to have that right 
in court. But there are certain rights 
you cannot take away from them because 
the Constitution protects them. One of 
them is that if you go after that gas, 
the .mly way I know you can get it is to 
expropriate it. Then you are going to 
have to pay them what it is worth, which 
is what apparently this bill is designed 
to prevent. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a short comment? 

Mr. LONG. Yes. 
Mr. GLENN. As to what the decontrol 

of natural gas prices would do this winter, 
when we had our hearings on September 
15, Mr. Zarb was before us, and Senator 
HOLLINGS asked, and I quote: 

FEA states that decontrol of natural gas 
prices would not add to the supply this 
winter. 

Mr. ZARB. No question about that. 

Mr. LONG. Hold on for just 1 minute. 
I yielded on my time. Hold for a minute. 
I want to comment on that. The reason 
why it would not get you more gas this 
winter is that they caruaot drill a gas well 
that quickly. It takes about 3 months to 
drill a well, and if it is deep, it takes a 
while to take on a location. 

Mr. GLENN. Agreed. 
Mr. LONG. Now, Senator HOLLINGS has 

been making that statemen~ for 2 years. 
You could have remedied the whole nat
ural gas shortage during the time Sen-

[ 
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a.tor HOLLINGS and Senator STEVENSON 
have been talking about this. 

Mr. GLENN. Senator, it did not hap
pen on my watch. 

Mr. LONG. But you could not get gas 
fn the winter or in 30 days or 45 days. 
You can get gas if you give us a year, 
and we will get a great deal oI gas if we 
are permitted to sell the gas for what ft 
is worth. Give us 2 years and we will 
get a tremendous amount if you would 
be doing what you ought to be doing, pro
Viding people with the right to sell it on 
the basis where it competes with the oth
er fuels. 

Why, might I ask, if the Senator thinks 
that oil should be permitted to sell for 
what it is selling for right now-I mean 
the new oil-should not this new gas 
the Senator is hoping to produce be sell
ing at the same price? 

Mr. GLENN. I am not sure I follow. 
Mr. LONG. Well, you have been pay

ing--
Mr. GLENN. We do not have a free 

market price in oil. 
Mr. LONG. You have been paying to 

producers in this country-I do not know 
whether you voted for it or not, but we 
have been paying a price that amounts 
to about $11 a barrel for oil. Now why 
should they not be permitted to sell it 
at the same price, this new gas for the 
same price, as the selling of the new 
oil? 

Mr. GLENN. On the Btu equivalency, 
you mean? 

Mr. LONG. Yes. 
Mr. GLENN. Or what? 
I do not know what those Btu equiva

lencies are exactly or the price on them 
exactly, but I think those are some of 
the things that should be considered in 
the long-term deregulation aspect. 

Mr. LONG. It ought to be considered 
right here. We are trying to fix a price. 

Mr. GLENN. We are just putting a cap 
on what the present market price has 
been to date. 

Mr. LONG. Yes, and it has very little 
logic or sense to it. It certainly has no 
relevance to the interstate State market, 
and if you are trying to fix a price so 
that there is one price for Louisiana and 
another price for Oklahoma, if you are 
going to fix a price--mind you, you would 
fix a price for the man who elected not 
to sell based on the price of the guy who 
elected to sell, which is an entirely dif
ferent situation. 

If you are going to fix a price on any
thing other than just something arbi
trary, what better logic could you sug
gest than that the price should be fixed 
based on what the heat equivalent of it 
is? For example, I a:n told that about 
6,000 cubic feet of gas have a Btu equiva
lent of one barrel of oil. Why should not 
the price be fixed-if the basis upon 
which you are claiming that this gas is 
needed-that you cannot use the oil, why 
should it not be fixed on the value of the 
oil? 

Mr. GLENN. I think if we are going 
to base our energy prices on Bt!l or 
horsepower equivalency or whatever, 
then that is one consideration to be 
taken up. The point is well taken, and 
maybe coal and geothermal and solar 

and nuclear all should be considered 
along with oil and gas, We have to also 
consider a convenience factor that some 
fuels are far more convenient and are 
amenable to certain priority uses-more 
so than other fuels. But there are obvi
ously not considerations that we are go
ing to iron out here within the next 2 or 
3 weeks, which is the critical time period. 
Yet the Senator mentioned the fact that 
these things ought to have been con
sidered 2 or 3 years ago. All I can say 
in my defense is it did not happen on my 
watch. I q-ot here in January, and I am 
trying to take a very bad situation now, 
one that has reached catastrophic pro
portions, and trying to do something 
about it while we work out these same 
considerations the Senator is concerned 
about. I am with him in trying to work 
out these things, whether it is coal or 
geothermal, horsepower or electrical 
equivalency basis, as the way we should 
proceed. I do not know. I am willing to 
consider all these things. But, I do know 
if we take all these things up now we are 
not going to get any bill that is going to 
help us out this winter, and that is what 
I am concerned about. 

We have an impending possibility of 
100,000 being unemployed in Ohio, and 
that can have a major impact on our 
economic recovery. All I want to do ls 
to get us through this emergency period 
while we are considering the long-term 
aspects. 

Mr. LONG. The reason we have the 
problem is that Senators who come from 
the Senator's part of the country have 
not been willing through the years to 
let the consumers pay what it would take 
to buy the gas. 

Mr. GLENN. I cannot answer for the 
sins of my compatriots that come from 
my part of the country. I can only say 
what we are trying to do right here now. 

Mr. LONG. I regret to say that the 
Senator's bill would continue that same 
unfortunate situation. 

All I am saying is that at a minimum, 
with regard to this particular item, they 
ought to be willing to pay what they are 
paying, whether they like it or not. They 
may not like it, but they are paying for 
new oil what they are buying from their 
own producers, some of whom are right 
there in the State of Ohio, and what they 
are buying from the Arabs, what they are 
buying from new oil producers all over 
this country. They are paying a price for 
oil, new oil, that at a minimum should 
be the equivalent of any ceiling that is 
placed on gas. 

I am not here to say that one should 
not be able to purchase it cheaper than 
that. I would be willing to vote to let 
them purchase it cheaper than that, but 
I am not willing to vote for a ceiling on 
what a person can purchase at because 
I think it is extremely unfair to put it 
below the price of what you are paying 
for the competing fuel. 

Now, Mr. President, in due course, 
some of us will be contending that we 
ought to move this energy, this natural 
gas, toward fuller production; that any
thing short of that, particularly what is 
in this bill, is counterproductive. It will 
still continue the same disincentives. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AU
THORIZATION-CONFERENCE RE
PORT 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of S. 1247, a bill to author
ize certain construction at military in
stallations, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour 
of 4 o'clock haVing arrived, the Senate 
will now proceed to vote on the con
ference report on S. 1247. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
conference report. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that 

the Senator from Texas <Mr. BENTSEN), 
the Senator from West Virginia <Mr. 
ROBERT c. BYRD). the Senator from 
Idaho <Mr. CHURCH), the Senator from 
California <Mr. CRANSTON), the Senator 
from New Hampshire <Mr. DuRK!N), 
the Senator from Mississippi <Mr. EAST
LAND), the Senator from Colorado (Mr. 
GARY W. HART), the Senator from Maine 
(Mr. HATHAWAY)' the Senator from 
Minnesota <Mr. HUMPHREY). the Sena
tor from Louisiana <Mr. JOHNSTON), 
the Senator from Wyoming <Mr. Mc
GEE), the Senator from Rhode Island 
<Mr. PASTORE), the Senator from Rhode 
Island <Mr. PELL), the Senator from Il
linois (Mr. STEVENSON), and the Senator 
from California (Mr. TUNNEY) are nec
essarily absent. 

I further announce that the Sena
tor from Vermont <Mr. LEAHY) and the 
Senator from New Jersey <Mr. WIL
LIAMS) are absent on official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Michigan (Mr. PHILIP A. HART) is ab
sent because of illness. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Rhode Is
land <Mr. PASTORE), the Senator from 
Minnesota (Mr. HUMPHREY), the Sena
tor from New Jersey <Mr. WILLIAMS), 
and the Senator from Rhode Island 
<Mr. PELL) would each vote "yea." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Tennessee <Mr. BAKER), 
the Senator from Tennessee <Mr. 
BROCK) , the Senator from Wyoming 
(l\~r. HANSEN), the Senator from New 
York <Mr. JAVITS), the Senator from 
Nevada <Mr. LAXALT), the Senator 
from Maryland <Mr. MATHIAS), the Sen
ator from Idaho <Mr. McCLURE), the 
Senator from Illinois <Mr. PERCY), and 
the Senator from Delaware <Mr. ROTH) 
are necessarily absent. 

The result was announced-yeas 72, 
nays l, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 425 Leg.] 
YEAS-72 

Allen 
Bartlett 
Bayh 
Beall 
Bellmen 
Bid en 
Brooke 
Buckley 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Byrd, 

HarryF., Jr. 
Cannon 
Case 
Chiles 

Clark 
Culver 
Curtis 
Dole 
Domenlcl 
Eagleton 
Fannin 
Fong 
Ford 
Garn 
Glenn 
Goldwater 
Gravel 
Griffin 
Hartke 

Haskell 
Hatfield 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hruska 
Huddleston 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Kennedy 
Long 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 
McClellan 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
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Metcalf 
Mondale 
Montoya 
Morgan 
Moss 
Muskie 
Nelson 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pearson 

Proxmire 
Randolph 
Rlblcoff 
Schweiker 
Scott, Hugh 
Scott, 

William L. 
Sparkman 
Stafford 
Stennis 

NAYS-1 
Abourezk 

Stevens 
Stone 
Symington 
Taft 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Weicker 
Young 

NOT VOTING-27 
Baker Hart, Gary W. McClure 
Bentsen Hart, Philip A. McGee 
Brock Hathaway Pastore 
Byrd, Robert c. Humphrey Pell 
Church Javits Percy 
Cranston Johnston Roth 
Durkin Laxalt Stevenson 
Eastland Leahy Tunney 
Hansen Mathias ' -Williams 

So the conference report was agreed to. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

move to reconsider the vote by which the 
conference report was agreed to. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 10 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today it stand in 
recess until the hour of 10 a.m. tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

NOTICE TO MEMBERS OF COMMIT
TEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. MANSFIELD. For the information 
of the Senate, all members of the Com
mittee on Appropriations are requested 
to be in room 127 so that we can be able 
to achieve a quorum. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Will the senator 
yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to the Sena
tor from Alabama. 

JAPAN-UNITED STATES FRIENDSHIP 
ACT 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
the Chair to lay before the Senate a mes
sage from the House of Representatives 
on S. 824. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
DOLE) laid before the Senate the amend
ment of the House of Representatives to 
the bill CS. 824) to provide for the use of 
certain funds to promote scholarly, cul
tural, and artistic activities between 
Japan and the United States, and for 
other purposes, as follows: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: That this Act may be cited as 
the "Japan-United States Friendship Act". 

STATEMENT OF FINDINGS AND PURPOSE 

SEc. 2. (a) The Congress hereby finds 
that--

(1) the post-World War II evolution of 
the relationship between Japan and the 
United States to peace-time friendship and 
partnership is one of the most significant 
developments of the post-war period; 

(2) the Agreement Between Japan and the 
United states of America Concerning the 
Ryukyu Islands and the Daito Islands, Signed 

a.t Washington and Tokyo on June 17, 1971, ts 
a major achievement and symbol of the new 
relationship between the United States and 
Japan; 

(3) the Government of the United Sta.tea 
in 1962, by setting aside a. special fund for 
educational and cultural exchange with 
Japan from moneys paid to the United States 
in compensation for United States assistance 
during the occupation of Japan, showed clear 
evidence of the importance it places on 
strengthening intercultural communication 
between the two nations; and 

(4) the continuation of close United 
States-Japan friendship and cooperation will 
make a vital contribution to the prospects 
for peace, prosperity, and security in Asia. 
and the world. 

(b) It is therefore the purpose of this Act 
to provide for the use of money paid to the 
United States in compensation for post
World War II assistance to Japan and of an 
amount equal to a part of the sums to be 
paid by Japan to the United States in con
nection with the reversion of Okinawa to 
Japanese admlnlstration to aid education 
and culture at the highest level in order to 
enhance reciprocal people-to-p,eople under
standing and to support the close friendship 
and mutuality of interests between the 
United States and Japan. 
ESTABLISHMENT OF THE FUND; EXPENDITURES 

SEc. 3. (a) There ls established in the 
Treasury of the United States a trust fund 
to be known as the Japan-United States 
FTiendship Trust Fund (hereafter referred to 
as the "Fund"). 

(b) Amounts in the Fund shall be used for 
the promotion of scholarly, CP1tural, and 
artistic activities between Japan and the 
United States, including -

(I) support for studies, including language 
studies, in institutions of higher education 
or scholarly research in Japan and the United 
States, designed to foster mutual under
standing between Japan and the United 
States; 

(2) support for major collections of Japa
nese books and publlcations in appropriate 
libraries located throughout the United 
States and similar support for collections of 
American books and publications in ap
propriate libraries located throughout 
Japan; 

(3) support for programs in the arts in 
association With appropriate institutions 1n 
Japan and the United States; 

(4) support for fellowships and scholar
ships at the graduate and faculty levels in 
Japan and the United States in accord with 
the purposes of this Act; 

(5) support for visiting professors and 
lecturers at colleges and universities in 
Japan and the United States; and 

(6) support for other Japan-United States 
cultural and educational activities consistent 
with the purposes of this Act. 

( c) Amounts in the Fund may also be used 
to pay administrative expenses of the Japan
United States Friendship Commission, estab
lished by section 4 of this Act, as directed by 
that Commission. 

(d) There ls authorized to be appropriated 
to the Fund, for fiscal year 1976, an amount 
equal to 5 per centum of the funds to be 
paid to the United States pursuant to the 
Agreement Between Japan .and the United 
States of America Concerning the Ryukyu 
Islands and the Daito Islands, signed at 
Washington and Tokyo, June 17, 1971. 

( e) ( 1) There is authorized to be appro
priated to the Fund, for fiscal year 1976, in 
addition to the amount authorized to be 
appropriated by subsection (d) of this sec
tion, those funds available in United States 
accounts in Japan and transferred by the 
Government of Japan to the United States 
pursuant to th~ Up.ited States request made 
under article V of ~he agreement between the 
United States of America and Japan regard-

ing the settlement of Postwar Economic 
Assistance to Japan, signed in Tokyo, Jan
uary 9, 1962, and the exchange of notes of 
the same date (13 U.S.T. 1957; T.I.A.S. 5154) 
(the G.A.R.I.O.A. Account), including in
terest accruing to the G.A.R.I.O.A. Account. 

(2) The amount authorized to be appro
priated by paragraph ( 1) of this subsection 
shall not include any amount required by 
law to be applied to United States partici
pation in the International Ocean Exposition 
to be held in Okinawa, Japan. 

(3) Any unappropriated portion of the 
amount authorized to be appropriated by 
subsection (d) of this section and paragraph 
(1) of this subsection for fiscal year 1976 
may be appropriated in any subsequent fiscal 
year. 

THE JAPAN-UNITED STATES FRIENDSHIP 
COMMISSION 

SEc. 4. (a) There is established a commis
sion to be known as the Japan-United States 
Friendship Commission (herea_fter referred 
to as the "Commission"). The Commission 
shall be composed of-

( 1) the members of the United States 
Panel of the Joint Committee on United 
States-Japan Cultural and Educational Co
operation; 

(2) one Member of the House of Repre
sentatives, to be appointed by the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives, who shall 
have no vote; 

(3) one Member of the Senate, to be ap
pointed by the President pro tempore of the 
Senate, who shall have no vote; 

(4) the Chairman of the National En
dowment for the Arts, who shall have no 
vote; and 

(5) the Chairman of the National En
dowment for the Humanities, who shall have 
no vote. 

(b) Members of the Commission who are 
not full-time officers or employees of the 
United States and who are not Members of 
Congress shall, while serving on business of 
the Commission, be entitled to receive com
pensation at rates fixed by the President, but 
not exceeding the rate specified at the time 
of such service for grade GS-18 in section 
5332 of title 5, United States Code, including 
traveltlme; and while so serving away from 
their homes or regular places of business, all 
members of the Commission may be allowed 
travel expenses including per diem in lieu 
of subsistence, as authorized by section 5703 
of title 5, United States Code, for persons 
in Government service employed intermit
tently. 

(c) The Chairman of the United States 
Panel of the Joint Committee on United 
States-Japan Cultural and Educational Co
operation shall be the Chairman of the Com
mission. A majority of the members of the 
Commission shall constitute a quorum. The 
Commission shall meet at least twice in each 
year. 

FUNCTIONS OF THE COMMISSION 

SEc. 5. (a) The Commission ls authorized 
to-

(1) develop and carry out programs at pub
lic or private institutions for the promotion 
of SC"holarly, cultural, and artistic activities 
in Japan and the United States consistent 
with the provisions of section 3 {b) of this 
Act; and 

(2) make grants to carry out such 
programs. 

(b) The Commission shall submit to the 
President and to the Congress an annual 
report of its activities under this Act together 
with such r~commendatlons as the Commis
sion determines appropriate. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

SEC. 6. In order to carry out its functions 
under this Act, the Commission is authorized 
to-

( 1) prescribe such regulations as it deems 
necessary governing the manner in which its 
:functions shall be carried out; 
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(2) receive money and property donated, 

bequeathed, or devised, without condition 
or restriction other than that it be used for 
the purposes of this Act; and t.o use, sell, or 
otherwise dispose of such property (includ
ing transfer to the Fund) for the purpose of 
carrying out the purposes of this Act, and 
any such donation shall be exempt form any 
Federal income, State, or gift ta.x; 

(3) in the discretion of the Commission, 
receive (and use, sell, or otherwLe dispose of, 
in accordance with paragraph (2)) money 
and other property donated, bequeathed, or 
devised to the Commission with a condition 
or restriction, including a condition that the 
Com.mission use other funds of the Commis
sion for the purposes of the gift, and any 
such donation shall be exempt from any 
Federal income, State, or gift tax; 

(4) direct the Secretary of the Treasury to 
make expenditure of the income of the Fund 
and not to exceed 5 per centum annually of 
the principal of the Fund to carry out the 
purposes of this Act, including the payment 
of Commission expenses if needed, except 
that any amounts expended from amounts 
appropriated to the Fund under section 3 ( e) 
(1) of this Act shall be expended in Japan; 

( 5) obtain the services of experts and con
sul tan ts in accordance with the provisions of 
section 3109 of title 5, United States Code, at 
rates for individuals not to exceed the rate 
specified a.t the time of such service for grade 
GS-18, in section 5332 of title 5, United 
States Code; 

(6) accept and utilize the services of vol
untary and noncompensated personnel and 
reimburse them for travel expenses, includ
ing per diem, as authorized by section 5703 
of title 5, United States Code; 

(7) enter into contracts, grants, or other 
arrangements, or modifications thereof, not
withstanding any provisions of law relating 
to competitive bidding; and 

(8) obtain from the Secretary of State, on 
a. reimbursable basis, such administrative 
support services and personnel as the Com
mission deems necessary. 

MANAGEMENT OF THE FUND 

SEc. 7. (a.) The Fund shall consist of
(1) amounts appropriated under sections 

3(d) and (e) (1) of this Act; 
(2) any other amounts received by the 

Fund by way of gifts and donations; and 
(3) interest and proceeds credited to it 

under subsection (b) of this section. 
(b) It shall be the duty of the Secretary 

of the Treasury (hereafter referred to as the 
••secretary") to invest such portion of the 
Fund as is not, in the judgment of the Com
mission, required to meet current withdraw
als. Such investment may be made only in 
interest-bearing obligations of the United 
States or in obligations guaranteed as to both 
principal and interest by the United States. 
For such purposes, the obligations may be 
acquired ( 1) on original issue at the issue 
price, or (2) by purchase of outstanding obli
gations at the market price. The purposes 
for which obligations of the United States 
may be issued under the Second Liberty Bond 
Act, as a.mended, are hereby extended to au
thorize the issuance at par of special obliga
tions exclusively to the Fund. Such special 
obligations shall bear interest at a rate equal 
to the average rate of interest, computed as 
to the end of the calendar month next pre
ceding the date of such issue, borne by all 
marketable interest-bearing obligations of 
the United States issued during the preced
ing two years then forming part of the public 
debt; except that where such average rate ls 
not a multiple of one-eighth of 1 per centum, 
the rate of interest of such special obliga
tions shall be the multiple of one-eighth of 1 
per centum next lower than such average 
rate. Such special obligations shall be issued 
only if the Secretary determines that the 
purchase of other interest-bearing obliga
tions of the United States, or of obllgatlons 

guaranteed as to both principal and interest 
by the United States on original issue or at 
the market price, is not In the public interest. 

(c) Any obligation acquired by the Fund 
(except special obligations issued exclusively 
to the Fund) may be sold by the Secretary 
a.t the market price, and such special obllga
tions may be redeemed at par plus accrued 
interest. 

(d) The interest on, and the proceeds from 
the sale or redemption of, any obligations 
held in the Fund shall be credited to and 
form a part of the Fund. 

(e) In accordance with section 6(4) of this 
Act, the Secretary shall pay out of the Fund 
such amounts, including expenses of the 
Commission, as the Commission considers 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this 
Act; except that amounts In the Fund, other 
than amounts which have been appropriated, 
shall be subject to the appropriation process. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate disagree to the 
amendment of the House to S. 824 and 
request a conference with the House C'n 
the disagreeing votes of the two Ho•15es 
thereon, and that the Chair be au
thorized to appoint conferees on the part 
cf the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. SPARK
MAN, Mr. MANSFIELD, :Mr. CHURCH, Mr. 
CASE, and Mr. JAVITS conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 270-PROCLA
MATION DESIGNATING SEPTEM
BER 30 TO OCTOBER 13, 1975, AS 
JAPAN-UNITED STATES FRIEND
SHIP DAYS 
:Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I send to 

the desk a Senate resolution and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
DOLE). The resolution will be stated by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 270) to request the 

President to issue a proclamation desiJna .• 
Ing September 30 to October 13, 1975, as 
"Japan-United States Friendship Days." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I am today 
submitting a Senate resolution request
ing the President to issue a proclamation 
designating September 30 to October 13, 
1975, as "Japan-United States Friend
ship Days,'' and calling upon the people 
of the United States and interested 
groups and organizations to observe the 
above days with appropriate ceremonies 
and activities. 

The "Japan-United States Friendship 
Days" proclamation is designed to coin
cide with the historical visit to the United 
States of Their Majesties the Emperor 
and Empress of Japan. 

The unprecedented visit to the United 
States will mark not only the first time 
that Their Majesties will have visited 
our country, but also only the second 
time in Japanese history that a reign
ing Emperor has traveled abroad. The 
significance and importance of this event 
can be better understood if we recall that 
their visit will be the first state visit to 
the United States by a reigning Emperor 

of Japan in the more tL :m 120-year 
history of American-Japan :se relations. 

From bitter adversaries during the 
Second World War, we have become close 
allies in our struggle for peace and eco
nomic development in Asia and the rest 
of the world. As a result, the upcoming 
visit of Their Majesties the Emperor 
and Empress of Japan has an important 
symbolic significance in reaffirming the 
bonds of mutual understanding, respect, 
and friendship that are the foundations 
upon which the United States-Japan 
relationship is built. 

I firmly believe that this historic visit 
could not have come at a more propi
tious and opportune time, especially fol
lowing the end of our struggle in Indo
china and the beginning of a reassess
ment of our policy toward the countries 
in Asia and the Pacific region. 

There is no doubt in my mind that our 
close relationship with Japan-includ
ing our Mutual Security Treaty-is the 
cornerstone of United States foreign pol
icy in that area of the world. Without 
Japan as a mutual partner in our Pacific
Asian security arrangements, the United 
States would find its security interests in 
that important area of the world in a 
very difficult position. 

Without Japan, we would be without 
the largest economic power in the free 
world after the United States; we would 
be without a people who are endowed 
witJ: extraordinary energy, productivity, 
and inventiveness; and we would be with
out a friend and ally whose gross na
tional product surpasses that of all the 
rest of Asia combined. 

Mr. President, aside from extending 
a warm welcome to the Emporer and 
Empress of Japan, the principle reason 
for the introduction of this Senate reso
lution is to help make the American peo
ple more aware of the special and im
portant relationship that exists between 
the United States and Japan. 

For historically understandable rea
sons, U.S. foreign policy and the Ameri
can people have tended to focus atten
tion on our cultural forebearers in West
ern Europe. Even during the Second 
World War the Pacific theater was 
viewed and treated by the allied forces 
as being of distinctly secondary impor
tance. As a result, this subconscious Eu
ro-centric bias continues to affect both 
official and public attention and energies 
in our country. 

Such a distorted and unbalanced per
spective of reality, Mr. President, be
comes extremely critical at a time when 
the importance of our national interests 
in the Pacific and Asia are pressing upon 
the heels of our traditional European in
terests. 

I need not remind my colleagues that 
the only two major wars since the end 
of the Second World War in which the 
United States has been involved were 
fought in Asia. 

In addition, our trading relationships 
with Asia now practically equal those 
with the European community. As a mat
ter of fact, our single largest overseas 
trading partner is not Great Britain, 
France, or Germany, but Japan. 

Rising from the ashes of def eat and 
near total. destruction after the Second 
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World War, Japan is now a thriving po
litical democracy and a key factor in 
the international economic system which 
provides the basis for economic progress 
and political stability in Asia and the 
Pacific. Her rapid rise from the devasta
tion of war into a cooperat•.ve and mu
tually beneficial partner of the United 
States is unprecedented in East-West 
relations. 

It sometimes seems, Mr. President, 
that as a Nation we suffer from a tend
ency to neglect our friends, to pursue 
highly elusive and uncertain strategic 
interests at the expense of less dramatic 
but far more substantial and available 
practical interests, and to allow our basic 
perspectives and sense of relative values 
to be determined more by the excitement 
of what is new and innovative than by 
more sober judgments of what is durable 
and dependable. 

The United States and Japan, the two 
greatest economic powers of the free 
world, facing each other across the vast 
Pacific Ocean, represent all of the heter
ogeneous features of the West and East-
politically, economically, ethnically, 
culturally, and in other ways. If the 
leaders and citizens o1 these represent
atives of the Eastern and Western 
worlds can continue in their friendship, 
we will enhance the prospects for peace, 
prosperity, and progress. 

Therefore, in the interest of peace, 
prosperity, and stability in the Asian
Pacitic region and in order to bring about 
East-West reconciliation, the United 
States and Japan must continue to work 
closely together to develop real mutual 
understanding, trust, cooperation, and 
friendship. 

The visit of the Emperor and Empress 
of Japan will, hopefully, serve as a cat
alyst to develop a greater interest and 
desire among the American people to 
learn more about Japan and the Japa
nese people to learn more about the 
United States. It should help tc foster a 
greater era in Japanese-American rela
tions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the resolution. 

The resolution CS. Res. 270) was agreed 
to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, 

reads as follows~ 
S. REs. 270 

To request the President to Issue a. procla
mation designating September 30 to octo
ber 13, 1975, as "Japan-United States 
Friendship Days" 
Whereas Their Majesties the Emperor and 

Empress of Japan will be visiting the United 
States of America from September 30 to Oc
tober 13, 1975; and 

Whereas the visit wlll be the first state 
visit to the United States of America. by a 
reigning Emperor of Japan; and 

Whereas we warmly welcome Their Maj
esties to our country; and 

Whereas the visit of Their Majesties will 
contribute immeasurably to mutual under
standing and respect between the United 
States of America. and Japan; and 

Whereas the conttnued develop:ment and 
strengthening of the relationship between 
the United States of America and Japan are 
in the best interests of world peace and 
prosperity; and 
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Whereas Japan is a valuable a.nd staunch 
ally of the United States of America.; and 

Whereas the state visit of the Emperor and 
Empress of Japan openly symbollzes the 
close ties of friendship. good wlll, and com
mon goals to which the Japanese and Amer
ican people a.re dedicated; Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved. That the President is requested 
to issue a proclamation designating Septem
ber 30 to October 13, 1975, as "Japan-United 
States Friendship Days," and calling upon 
the people of the United States and inter
ested groups and organizations to observe 
such days with appropriate ceremonies and 
activities. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR--S. 2310 
Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that during the de
bate on S. 2310 Mary McAuliffe and 
Geoffrey Baker of my staff be permitted 
the privilege of the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that during the debate on 
S. 2310, and all bills related to the same 
problem, that Phil Grill of my staff be 
allowed the privilege of the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

NATURAL GAS EMERGENCY ACT o:;y 
1975 

:Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, is the 
pending business S. 2310? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will now resume the consideration of 
S. 2310, which the clerk will state. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A blll (S. 2310) to assure the availability 

of adequate supplies of natural gas during 
the period ending June 30, 1976. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. Senators will please 
take their seats. 

The Senator from Oklahoma is recog
nized. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, I 
would like the attention of the Senator 
from Ohio, and I would like to ask him a 
question or two about the legislation of 
which he is a cosponsor. 

On page 3, in the definitions, it de~ 
scribes or defines the term "new natural 
gas." 

Mr. GLENN. Will the Senator repeat 
where that is located, please? 

Mr. BARTLETT. On page 3, subsec
tion (8) of section 3. 

My question is, What happens to the 
gas under expiring contracts? 

First I will ask about interstate gas. 
In other words, as an interstate gas con
tract expires, then how is the price de
termined from that point on? As I read 
the definition, it does not directly say 
what the price would be. 

Mr. GL~. If the contract is under 
interstate commerce rules, and it ex
pires, you would have to continue in in
terstate commerce and not be able to 
terminate the service in that regard. 
Does that answer the question? 

Mr. BARTLE'IT. That answers the 
question. Just so I understand it correct
ly, then, as a contract for gas which is 
now--

Mr. GLENN. If the contract expires, it 
is not considered new natural gas. 

Mr. BARTLE'IT. I see. So the inter
pretation would be that the contract 
would then have to continue, or the gas 
would have to be sold, even without a 
contract, at the controlled price by the 
FPC under existing rules? 

Mr. GLENN. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. BARTLE'IT. All right. I would like 

to ask the distinguished Senator the 
same question as it would relate to intra
state gas, and point out that it says in 
line 12-let me read the whole subsec
tion (8): 

The term "new natural gas" means nat
ural gas which wa.s not, prior to Septembel' 9, 
1975, committed by contract to Interstate or 
intrastate commerce and any natural gas 
committed by contract to intrastate com
merce which contract, on or after Septem
ber 9, 1975, terminates and is not renewed. 

What does "renewed". mean? Does that 
mean that in an intrastate contract, the 
contract could be renegotiated? Would 
it be considered, gas under an expiring 
interstate contract, be considered as new 
gas, or would it be considered as gas 
that could be renegotiated under certain 
conditions, and if so, what would those 
be? 

Mr. GLENN. When a contract exp'res 
and is not renewed, that has been con
sidered new ga.s. 

Mr. BARTLE'IT. So if the contract is 
not renewed, then that would be new 
gas whose price would be set on an aver
age basis of the prices in August; is 
that correct? 

Mr. GLENN. If an intrastate contract 
is either renewed or renegotiated, it 
would not be considered new gas. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Would the Senator 
restate that? 

Mr. GLENN. It could be renegotiated 
without being considered to be new gas. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Would the Senator 
restate that, please, for me? 

Mr. GLENN. If an intrastate contract 
expires and is either extended, in other 
words renewed, or renegotiated, this 
would not be considered new gas in ~ltat 
renegotiation process. It would not be 
forced out into the interstate pipeline; 
it could be renegotiated without being 
considered new gas. 

Mr. BARTLETT. It could be renego
tiated in the intrastate market at the 
free market price, or the average? 

Mr. GLENN. No; at the intrastate mar
ket price. We have no control over that. 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARTLETT. I yield. 
Mr. PEARSON. Is that correct? It 

is my understanding that the price lim
itation is on all purchases, whether they 
are interstate or intrastate priority pur
chases. 

Mr. GLENN. No; the contract, when 
renewed, would go at the intrastate free 
market price. 

Mr. PEARSON. I am taiking about 
the definition of new gas. It is my under
standing that the ceiling price is 
the--

Mr. GLENN. On new gas the Sena.tor 
is correct. 

Mr. PEARSON. On new gas. 
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Mr. GLENN. But the distinction, the 

definition is that new gas would not be 
intrastate gas where the contract had 
been renegotiated or extended. 

Mr. PEARSON. The gas the Senator 
i talking about does not become new 
gas and is not subject to the new gas ceil
ing price? 

Mr. GLENN. The Senator is correct . 
Mr. McCLURE. If the Senator will 

answer one other question, how will the 
provisions of S. 2310 result in a maxi
mum effort for increased supplies of nat
ural gas? 

Mr. GLENN. I am sorry; would the 
Senator repeat that, please? -

Mr. BARTLETT. How will the pricing 
provisions of S. 2310 result in a maximum 
effort toward increased supplies of nat
ural gas? 

Mr. GLENN. We have th r ee different 
areas that will put new gas into the in
terstate pipeline system as a result of this 
and out of the 1.3 billion shortfall seen 
this year. First, FPC and FEA feel the 
charges w<>cici lead to the maximum rate 
of production, No. 1; second, from the 
conversion to oil or other fuel being used, 
basically in utility plants, where those 
plants can be converted over to coal or 
fuel oil, mainly coal. I might add that 
it was brought out in some of the earlier 
colloquy here this afternoon that in these 
conversions, many of the plants just a 
few years ago had their boilers running 
on fuel oil, and they still have the tanks, 
piping, and pumps in place. It is pretty 
much a matter of changing the burners 
and that is the major part of the con
version. 

Third, we give priority to new wells be
ing drilled now; as they come on stream, 
at the interstate free market price, we 
would maintain a right of first refusal 1n 
interstate lines serving depressed areas. 

So those are three areas that gas would 
flow into the interstate pipeline system 
from. 

Mr. BARTLETT. I would like to dis
cuss a part of this with the Senator, if I 
might. As I understand the provisions of 
the bill, this would continue the FPC 
pricing for offshore gas; is that correct? 
As I understand the provision. 

Mr. GLENN. Yes. 
Mr. BARTLETT. And it is my under

standing that a very large percentage of 
the available potential gas lies offshore. 

Mr. GLENN. Not for this winter. Not 
for the emergency period this winter. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Well. I think the 
Senator recognizes that this bill, al
though it has a time on it, could have 
that time extended, as has happened as 
far as many other emergency bills that 
have passed are concerned, such as the 
recent extension of the price controls. 

So I think we need to look at this bill, 
not only with an eye toward the short 
term, but also the long term, because 
these might be the only provisions we 
would have. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a short comment on 
that? 

Mr. BARTLETT. Yes. 
Mr. GLENN. S. 2310 was not designed 

to in any way, shape or form to take care 
of long-term aspects of natural gas. I am 

aware of the concerns that the long-term 
aspects will get lost in the shume here if 
we concentrate on the emergency bill. 
Pursuant to that concern, I went to the 
majority leader <Mr. MANSFIELD), and 
the minority leader <Mr. HUGH ScoTT), 
and we have a commitment to bring up 
the long-termd aspects of natural gas 
immediately behind this. That is what 
we pushed for. We are trying to keep 
amendments off this. We feel that unless 
we can get something through in 2 or 3 
weeks this issue will, in effect, be dead 
for the year. We must move soon if we 
a r e to have any impact on the winter, on 
helping to prevent some of the unem
ployment and the tragedy that faces us 
in the near future. 

So we are trying to keep these things 
apart. I know it keeps coming up that 
this does have an impact on long-term 
considerations. But we have not designed 
it for that. We are trying to keep it sep
arate from that. We are trying to avert 
a tragedy and attempting to get some gas 
diverted that will prevent what we see as 
an impending catastrophe this winter. 
That is all it is intended to do. 

Mr. BARTLETT. I say to the good Sen
ator from Ohio that to neglect the re
serves from offshore in consideration of 
our problems of gas we are neglecting a 
great potential of reserves. Again I do not 
think there is any assurance, in spite of 
the majority leader's promise-and I 
certainly trust him implicitly-to bring 
additional legislation for the long term, 
that it will pass. 

Mr. GLENN. If the Senator will yield 
for a question, Is he considering the off
shore gas in terms of this winter? 

Mr. BARTLETT. The Senator from 
Oklahoma looks at the problem as an in
tegrated problem of short-term, mid
term, and long-term. I think for us to 
focus on any one aspect of this, without 
considerinrr the total package, we are 
going to be very shortsighted and very 
short of the target, because I think we 
need to look at the total problem. What 
we do in any of these areas is going to 
add to the solution. 

For example, offshore the amount of 
drilling exploration has practically 
stopped. I think the Senator from Ohio 
knows very well that much of our reserves 
exist offshore that are quite well known. 
The reason that they are not developed, 
as the Senator knows, is that the price 
is so low that a person engaged in de
veloping oil and gas off shore will con
centrate on any oil development that he 
may have, because the price is about four 
times as much. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARTLETT. Yes. 
Mr. GLENN. For the short term, I will 

admit and agree with the Senator 100 
percent that nothing we propose in this 
bill will get the Outer Continental Shelf 
drilling. That will not affect what we 
are trying to do with this bill. I agree 
those things have to be considered. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Let me say briefly on 
this paint, and then I will make another 
point for the Senator, that offshore there 
exist sizable reserves, in my opinion, 
awaiting development and only waiting 

on price. The responses offshore could 
very well be equal to or perhaps more 
than onshore, because the onshore de~ 
velopment has been in a free market. So 
all of the gas that is feasible to look for 
and particularly to develop and produce 
is being done so at a free market price; 
whereas the gas offshore has been so 
restricted that the wells that have found 
gas are not being followed up and de
veloping and producing this gas. It is just 
there waiting in many cases to be de
veloped at a free market price or at a 
free market uncontrolled price. 

So what I am saying is, even for the 
i::hort term, that this bill misses a great 
~ppor unity in not addressing itself to 
the offshore gas. I do n ot think the Sen
ator from Ohio can make a case to show 
with his bill for new gas after Septem
b~r-whatever the date is-the 9th, or 
v-:hatever it is, the opportunity for finding 
more gas onshore is greater than it is 
offshore. I think it would be very difficult 
to develop that thesis, because I do not 
know of a similar situation onshore, 
where. because of price, there has been a 
lacl,. of incentive for development, but it 
is obvious that it exists offshore. 

l\ I r. GLENN. I would agree 100 percent 
V'ith the Senator's comments on offshore 
oil. I · indicated we are primarily con
cerned with gas here now. But I think 
th~re is a tremendous potential offshore. 
I think it is unknown, and I do not think 
it is defined yet. I think the drilling in 
the esatern part of the Gulf is indicative 
of some of the problems that the dis
tinguished Senator from Oklahoma and 
I have talked about before in committee. 
There is the problem of capital being 
expended just for paying for leases and 
then a dry hole resulting when they go 
out, and the uncertainties of all of this, 
as has happened in the eastern part of 
the Gulf. 

Off shore may be a tremendous bonanza 
one of these days, or may result in more 
dry holes. We do not know."It is an un
known that we do have to get into when 
considering long-term Policies. 

I agree with him 100 percent on that. 
The bill, however, does not address itself 
to that, because we cannot get out and 
drill those wells in time to do us any 
good this winter. 

In the hearings we held in the Com
mittee on Commerce on September 15 
of this year, Senator HOLLINGS, in a state
ment when Mr. Zarb was a witness, 
stated: 

Senator HOLLINGS. FEA states that decon
trol of natural gas prices would not add to 
the supply this winter. 

Mr. ZARB. No question about that. 

I agree with that. So any pricing 
change we would make or any change in 
rates, or anything else that was going 
to help us long term would not do us 
any good this winter. I agree with the 
Senator completely that we need changes 
for the long term that will encourage 
drilling for both oil and gas, particularly 
gas. But we are not going to get wells 
down-even if we decontrolled today and 
gave them a signal to go--and onstream 
to do any good for this winter. 

That is the objective of this bill. This 
bill is to do something about the impend:-
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ing economic catastrophe we have facing 
us this winter. It is an emergency bill. It 
self-destructs next summer. 

Mr. BARTLETT. I am sure the Sena
tor, even though he is quoting Mr. Zarb, 
recognizes that Mr. Zarb is not in sup
port of this bill. But I mention that and 
I disagree with the Senator here, and 
I hope thJ.~ he will rethink what he just 
said. 

In addition to what I have already 
mentioned offshore, I think the Senator 
will agree with me that there are wells 
drilled in the offshore area that have 
not been profitable to develop at the 
present price of 52 cents a thousand. Is 
it not true that there are a considerable 
number of wells that could be connected 
to the interstate market and available in 
the East, if the price were such to make 
this economically feasible? So, therefore, 
what I am really suggesting to the Sena
tor is that there would be a significant 
impact immediately by a free market 
price in the offshore area to have imme
diate connections of already known and 
discovered gas, gas that has been drilled 
and tested but not in sufficient quantities 
to be economically feasible at 52 cents. 
So does it not make sense, even though 
I do not agree with the pricing mecha
nism in this bill, but assuming that it 
would be considerably higher than 52 
cents, to have it apply to offshore gas 
where we would immediately have con
nections for this gas available to the 
interstate market to which it is dedi
cated? 

Mr. GLENN. Assuming that new gas 
will not be drilled between no~"/ and this 
winter to come on stream offshore, am 
I understanding the Senator from Okla
homa to say that offshore drilling has 
been completed and is setting there wait
ing to be used? Are producers just sitting 
there waiting to capitalize on a higher 
price for the gas and that is the reason 
that we are short on gas? Are they with
holding gas from the market at the pres
ent time? Is that what I understand? 

Mr. BARTLET!'. What I am saying is 
that at the present price there is gas 
that is not marketable, that the pro
ducer cannot develop the full area, that 
a pipeline company,. or he himself is not 
willing to pay the price of a line to lay 
to a few wells. There is not going to be 
further development, so he is not inter
ested in laying pipelines to those wells 
at the present price. One of the things 
with gas, I tell the Senator from Ohio, 
that tends to restrict gas drilling and de
velopment to the larger independents or 
the larger producers is that, unlike oil
and I am speaking oil onshore and off
shore-you cannot truck it. You cannot 
barge it in as you can oil. You cannot 
do this with gas. So you have to have a 
pipeline connection. 

In drilling a new field, a pipeline com
pany will require so much production, 
so much proven reserve, before it is 
willing to make the expenditure of lay
ing a line to that production. 

The amount of reserves naturally de
pends on the cost of laying the line. It 
is expensive o:ffshore development work, 
and is expensive for the pipeline com
pany. He has to kn.ow that he has sum-

c1ent developed reserves coming up in 
the future in order to make this invest
ment. 

So what I am saying is that by neglect
ing the offshore oil in the bill, the Sen
ator is turning his back on a great deal 
of gas that would be ready this year. 

Second, in case this bill is passed and 
692 is not passed, or-to put it another 
way-there is no long-term bill passed, 
then could we not have the same prob
lem a year from now, when the Senator 
would be saying, "We'll extend this bill," 
and it does not provide for anything but 
the short term of the emergency? But 
then have we not missed a great oppor
tunity by not developing additional re
serves for a year hence? 

Mr. GLENN. I will take up the second 
question first. 

So far as S. 692 is concerned, obviously, 
I cannot stand here today and guarantee 
the Senator from Oklahoma that it will 
be passed and in what form it might be 
passed. I do know that, along with S. 692, 
there are a number of theories and ideas 
of what the pricing mechanism should 
be for the future, whether it is a Btu 
equivalency, a fraction of OPEC, or a 
mixture. 

These things are all going to take some 
time to sort out, some time to debate, 
and some time to get passed and enacted. 
That is time we cannot afford. That is 
why we are makin: every effort to keep 
the long-term and the short-term as
pects of this matter apart. 

Mr. BARTLETT. If the Senator will 
yield for a quick comment, are we not, 
by the nature of this bill~ just taking 
a gamble that there is not going to be 
a long-term bill? 

Mr. GLENN. We always take a gamble 
on any bill that is in the future. I cannot 
guarantee passage of this emergency bill, 
even though I am working very hard for 
it. But I am committed 100 percent, along 
with the distinguished floor manager of 
the bill and the leadership on both sides 
of the aisle to bring up those long-term 
aspects next, after this emergency bill. 
I want to see that brought up and settled 
just as much as does the Senator from 
Oklahoma. 

Let me comment on another matter. 
The Senator from Oklahoma mentioned 
that wells might be drilled out there that 
are capped in, that they might need some 
incentive to get pipelines out to them 
or to make a collection of gas from a 
number of different wells. 

When we talked about this earlier with 
the people from FEA and FPC, I was 
under the impression that there was very 
little capped-in gas of that type offshore. 
If the Senator from Oklahoma has any 
information as to large quantities of gas 
that are so involved offshore, I would 
appreciate any information that he has, 
because it was my impression, in putting 
this bill together, that that was not a 
significant factor at all. I know that the 
major expenses involved with drilling 
off shore are with respect to the rig and 
getting it out there and setting it up. 
With all the complexities of drilling 
OCS gas and oil, I think that just get
ting the pipeline in at the end of it, would 
be a comparatively minor part of this 
operation. 

I do not have specific figures to back 
up what I have just said, but I would 
think that the major part of the ex
pense, if capped out wells are there, al
ready would have been incurred and 
that getting it to shore would be a com
paratively small item. 

Mr. BARTLET!'. The laying of the 
line could be a large item or a small item, 
depending on how far off shore and the 
size of the line. But the big question mark 
that the pipeline has in such a venture 
is to know what size line to lay. How 
much committed reserves will be had? 
If they cannot find that out, they a1·e 
not going to want to lay too small a line 
that might even pay out but would re
quire a duplicate line later on. 

The point is that the free market tends 
to maximize the drilling effort. It tends 
to provide the producer and the pipeline 
coll"pany with the knowledge that there 
are not going to be artificial restrictions 
on the market. So he is willing to gamble 
on a supply-demmd price. 

Mr. GLENN. Does the Senator from 
Oklahoma have any information regard
ing estimates as to the total amount of 
gas that might be available from the 
sources he has been discu~sing here? 

Mr. BARTLE'IT. No. However, I can 
see that the price might go up four times 
if the price went from .52 cents to a free, 
uncontrolled price and then that was ad
justed en Btu-in other words, putting 
it on the oil equir ment. Or, even if you 
p·1t it on a gas equival"nt, it would be a1 
least a th1·ee times increase. Obviously, 
this is going to make possible economi
cally a lot of gas that otherwise would not 
be available. It is bound to. 

Mr. GLENN. It was our understanding 
from FEA earlier that any substantial 
amounts of offshore gas would have to 
come from new drilling, and that ob
viously would not be good for this winter. 

Mr. BARTLETT. I think that new 
drilling would bring on much more, but 
also, some wells would be ready to hook 
up. 

The Senator from Ohio mentioned 
earlier, in answer to my question, that 
the gas that is now in interstate com
merce, under contract, would remain in 
interstate commerce if the contract ex
pired. 

Mr. GLENN. Will the Senator restate 
the question? 

Mr. BARTLETT. With respect to the 
gas that is in interstate commerce now 
and under the FPC jurisdiction-if the 
contract for that gas would expire, it 
would continue under FPC control at 
the FPC control prices. 

The Senator is aware of the fact that 
the older the gas is, quite often, gener
ally, the p1ice is much lower, so that the 
price out in the Oklahoma panhandle 
area is very low. Some of those prices are 
7 cents, 8 cents, and 18 cents a thousand. 

It seems to me that one of the very 
glaring weaknesses of this bill is that it 
continues the kind of pricing mechanism 
that forces the producer to sell his goods, 
his gas, off his shelf, at far less than re
placement prices. This is what has re
sulted in the horrible supply picture that 
we have in this country for the inter
state market. 
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The FPC has based prices on what they 
call vintage-the older it is, the lower the 
price. Yet, that producer does not have 
the opportunity to replace that gas, be
cause the gas he would find today, be
cause of greatly increased costs of drill
ing and development, would be much 
higher. 

So it seems to me that the Senator is 
guaranteeing that the amount of drill
ing for the interstate market, as defined 
in this bill, still would be constricted con
siderably. Is that not the case? 

Mr. GLENN. We do not anticipate 
drilling as a result of this bill, because it 
would be impossible to get wells down 
in time to do any good this winter, and 
that has to be considered in the longer
term aspects. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Would not the Sen
ator be interested in those operators who 
use pressure on the reservoir to increase 
their production or who might be in a 
pcsition to work over wells and because 
of a restricted price would be handi
capped in that, compared to the situation 
that would exist in an uncontrolled mar
ket-or even in a market in which a 
producer of old gas, in interstate com
merce, could have that gas considered as 
new gas upon the expiration of the 
contract? 

Mr. GLENN. Under existing law, if 
they can show those higher costs in their 
production, they can petition for and 
receive higher rates. That is under exist
ing law. We did not try to get in the 
whole FPC pricing structure of that kind 
of incentive in this bill. 

Mr. BARTLETT. I say to the Senator 
from Ohio that if ile is not going to get 
into the problems that the FPC has had, 
then he is continuing the same approach 
that they have followed for years, which 
has resulted in the tremendous shortage. 

Mr. GLENN. I only reply to the dis
tinguished Senator from Oklahoma that 
we have plowed this ground over and 
over again this afternoon. We are not 
trying to set long-term pricing. We are 
trying to get by an emergency for this 
winter because curtailments threaten 
major unemployment in this country, up 
to half a million jobs, an estimated, 
40,000 to 60,000 in my home State of 
Ohio, which will be one of the most 
heavily impacted States as far as unem
ployment goes. It can knock our eco
nomic recovery in the head. 

While I agree that we have come to 
grips with the long-term pricing as
pects of natural gas and oil, capital for
mation to drill that is something that is 
not going to occur during the debate here 
in the next week or so on the Senate 
floor. That is the reason we are trying 
to keep those things separate, so we can 
get a short-term emergency bill through 
that will not let the prices go sky-high 
this winter. 

I do not look at this as much for 
keeping a cap on as I do releasing a great 
deal of the old ga:.. at a whole new price 
structure here. I think that, in the long 
term, I agree fully with the Senator 
from Oklahoma, the Senator from Louis
iana, and all the rest of the Senators 
who are so concerned about the long
term aspects of this. This bill addresses 
itself just to the short-term aspects of 

what happens this winter and preventing 
an economic disaster in this country. 

Mr. BARTLETT. I say to the distin
guished Senator from Ohio that the Ok
lahoma Natural Gas Co. is in the proc
ess of negotiating with North Carolina, 
which is perhaps the State that has the 
largest unemployment of any of the 
States which are short of gas, for about 
100 million cubic feet of gas per day, 
which will be an amount of gas to handle 
a city of about 200,000, if it were aver
aged in the mix of domestic and busi
ness and industrial use of gas, on a vol
untary basis, at the free market price on 
the 6 weeks' time period permitted by 
the FPC. But this bill, if it becomes law 
and does not have a long-range provi
sion, then, I think, becomes very unfair 
and injurious to those States which are 
now enjoying the free market price of 
intrastate gas. 

Mr. GLENN. We do not cut that back. 
Mr. BARTLETT. It seems to me that 

the Senator uses an averaging of prices 
based on what happened in August of 
this year, and that in that averaging, 
as the other averages that have been used 
by the FPC in the past, there is going to 
be some high-cost gas that would need 
a higher price than the average that will 
be available that would then not be com
petitive and would not be produced. 

Mr. GLENN. I respond to the Senator 
from Oklahoma by saying that this is 
not State-wide pricing as an area. It is 
production area by production area, 
which we all agree, I am sure, would be 
much more equitable. That way, no one 
is penalized by this being very cheap gas 
or very high-priced gas, say, from one 
end of Texas to another, which is 800 or 
900 miles across. We can find considera
ble disparity from one field to another. 
We realize that, so we are making the 
pricing on an area of producing field so 
that that price will be an average, with
in a few cents of each other, and might 
vary quite widely from one area to 
another or one State to another. 

Mr. BARTLETT. When the Senator 
s ys within a few cents of each other, 
that is the present price of gas, or would 
be very close. Why does the Senator want 
to have a control on it if it is going to be 
that close to the present market? I do not 
think it would be, but just taking his 
argument as he is giving it, if the price 
and the average he is talking about is 
going to approximate the free market 
price, why have a free market price? 

Mr. GLENN. We go for the free mar
ket price with this bill now. It is the 
free market intrastate price, the free 
market that has been operating there. 
Mr. Nassikas has testified before us that 
he can see certain areas where, if we 
did not have this kind of lid on it in an 
emergency period, he could see prices 
going up to $3 a thousand cubic feet. I 
agree that where there is a great rush 
of end users down there trying to buy 
gas, if the pipelines are in there trying 
to buy gas, if everybody is in competi
tion like the 1849 gold rush, then a bid
ding war will result. We cannot see, in a 
time of budding economic recovery, why 
we should just let the prices go sky high 
and back down again. 

I should think that the producing 

States would not mind this type of limi
tation, and I can tell the Senator why, 
very rapidly. The intrastate use of gas 
is going to be driven up as the new con
tracts become available within a particu
lar State. I think we need to remember 
that they are going to be affected by this, 
too. I should not think that the pro
ducing States would want this kind of 
aberration, where their own contracts 
for gas within the borders of their own 
State would be subject to these wild 
fluctuations up and down. That is un
fair to industry in the producing States. 

We felt it was more fair for everyone, 
for the producing States and the indus
trial end or user ends of the pipelines, 
and consuming States-both-to keep a 
lid on the existing free market intra
state price while we are committed to 
working out the longer-term aspect of 
this that I want to work with the Sen
ator on. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Well, the Senator 
mentioned fluctuations up and down. I 
do not think there are going to be any 
fluctuations down in the price of gas. 

Mr. GLENN. Unfortunately, I think 
that is correct. 

Mr. BARTLETT. I think the price was 
low for so long, and it is a historic case 
of price control resulting in shortages, 
that it is going to be a situation of the 
price going up. But I think it is very 
interesting, and is the case in Oklahoma, 
that over the last several years, I think 
approximately 10, the price has in
creased-this is the price paid by resi
dential consumers on their utility bill-
4.7 percent per year. At the same time, 
in Oklahoma, the price of new natural 
gas has risen from 50 cents to $1.50. So 
the price that is paid at the wellhead 
has gone up 300 percent. Yet, because of 
the roll-in factor of the new contracts, 
which do terminate and are, obviously, 
open for negotiation and renegotiation 
at their expiration, still, the consumer 
of natural gas had paid a price increase 
annually of only 4. 7 percent. 

Also, I advise the Senator from Ohio 
that from 1969 to 1974, the intrastate 
reserves have increased by over 25 per
cent, while the interstate reserves have 
declined by more than one-third. 

One of the things that bothers me, and 
the Senator was talking about how he 
thought the producing States would like 
this bill-incidentally, I think the Sen
ator is aware that the producing States 
are also big consuming States. As small 
as we are in population-we are about 
in the middle of the population band of 
the 50 States; I think we rank 26th
we are the 7th largest consumer of nat
ural gas. But the producing States have 
a real worry of having their system
which has worked. The intrastate free 
market has worked and developed re
serves. We have more reserves now than 
a few years ago; we gained considerabl:Y 
last year. To have a control system which 
will produce less gas-I think the citi
zens of our State are very much inter
ested in helping out those States which 
are short today, such as Ohio and South 
Carolina and North Carolina and others, 
even though there has not been strong 
support for a decontrolled price which 
would bring on insufficient supplies. 
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But what I think would be very unf ail 

for the citizens of Oklahoma and Louisi
ana and Texas would be to have this 
kind of a bill, which is an emergency bill, 
supposedly for the short term, that would 
not take care of the long-term situation. 

The extra gas in Oklahoma which is 
now being made available on a voluntary 
basis for North Carolina and will be for 
other States, I think, it is very important 
that this be done. But, at the same time, 
I do not think it is fair for our State and 
other producing States that have the gas 
that is available because the citizens of 
those States have been willing to pay the 
present market price, to have that gas 
taken away from their industries or 
taken away from under the boilers and 
placed, and made available, for others. 
This is, in my opinion, their gas. It is gas 
they ·paid for. 

It is one thing to do it on a voluntary 
basis, and to make this available, con
tinuing a free market system for the 
State. But it is another thing to ask us 
to change the system into a controlled 
market with the FPC controlling the 
price, give up the system that really 
works, and then have all the States go 
down to the same low level of shortage. 
Then whom are we going to call on for 
emergency gas? We will not have a State 
that will have it. 

Mr. LONG. Well, basically does this 
not work out to be a bill calculated to 
prevent the free enterprise system from 
working? Shortages bring on production 
in a free enterprise system. Shortages 
bring on fast increases in production be
cause shortages cause prices to go up. 
When prices go up people do two things. 
One, they consume less; two, they pro
duce a great deal more. 

Look what happened in sugar. We had 
a shortage; the price went up. Now, the 
price was unconscionably high, but it has 
brought on an enormous increase in the 
production of sugar, so that within a 
year the price of sugar is down. 

Not only did people change their pat
tern to use less sugar, but everybody 
planted more sugar so that now there is 
increased production and less consump
tion. 

Now that would work here. If the price 
were permitted to go up so would produc
tion. That is what these people seek to 
avoid. 

They seek to say that the producers 
cannot get any more than they can get 
from their own neighbors right now to 
prevent the free enterprise system from 
working. 

The Senator knows, I believe, what I 
know, and that is you could probably get 
everybody who has any gas to drill for it 
and produce it if you said, "Well, he 
could get the price that would be the 
Btu equivalent of what world market oil 
is selling for, which is the price you are 
paying for the new oil now." 

If you would do just that much and 
say that, "All right, during the period 
while things are settling down or during 
a 6-month period you would have a $2 
lid, but after that sell on a free market 
basis," the probabilities are that the com
petitive effect would keep it around there. 

Most people in my State tell me they 
do not think you are going to have to pay 

$2 to buy gas because producers are look
ing for long-term contracts and they will 
sell long-term contracts for less than $2. 
It might wind up being a :floor rather 
than a ceiling. So if people want a ceiling, 
and they want to be halfway fair about it, 
they might find that actually they have 
in the long run disadvantaged them
selves to put it at $2. But, no doubt about 
it, you co~ld get all the production you 
wantat$2. 

The Senator has talked about unem
ployment. We ought to be doing a lot 
more than just trying to save the jobs for 
those people up there in Ohio who, by 
virtue of unwise regulation, find their 
jobs in jeopardy. We ought to be putting 
to work about 3 or 4 million people in 
producing more energy and making bet
ter use of what we have. We ought to say 
that all the restraints that prevent peo
ple from drilling for more gas will be re
moved, and we ought to be doing it right 
in this bill. At least the President has 
recommended a bill that moves us in 
that direction, has he not? 

Mr. BARTLETT. He has. 
Mr. LONG. And the only real differ

ence is that the Senator wants to impose 
the counterproductive hand of the Fed
eral Power Commission to prevent a pro
gram for working where the President is 
recommending one that would work. 

I would be willing to accommodate 
those who want some kind of control by 
saying, "All right, let us tie it to the 
price of the new oil," and if people felt 
secure they could get that price they 
would be drilling in a hurry. 

I bring the Sena tor news from Lou
isiana. I was just there. Those who are 
producing the steel and the rigs for drill
ing tell me they are not getting the or
ders they should be getting for new rigs 
to drill for oil and gas. The reason is 
that the uncertainty created by the reg
ulation we are talking about, by the talk 
about the rollback of the price in oil, by 
the talk about nationalizing the indus
try, all that sort of thing scares people. 
It frightens businessmen, with the result 
that the contracts that are being let to 
drill for new wells are only being let 
well-for-well; even where they have, 
where a company had, a whole field that 
needs to be developed with off sets, and 
where they, we would hope, would let 
contracts to drill a series of wells, they 
are letting them one by one. 

If that is the best contract a driller 
can get, the Senator probably knows that 
field is not going to buy a new drilling 
rig if he does not have a contract for 
more than one well. He will use the rig 
he has and then look for another 
contract. 

The limiting factor on production right 
now is, to a considerable degree, the 
number of adequate rigs available to do 
the job. 

The companies are not being provided 
with the incentive to put on order the 
additional rigs we ought to be buying 
now. 

But where we have the best potential 
of finding a lot of gas, that is, by drill
ing right beneath what you have right 
now on the salt dome structures, under 
the Glenn bill we would still have the 
disincentives that we have now, that 

people would feel the gas that has been 
down there for 50 million years will be 
worth more money later on, and as long 
as they are going to make you sell it un
der Federal Power regulations and deny 
you the right to sell it on a free market 
competitive basis, they would prefer to 
just leave it there until Congress can 
clear up that fiasco. 

Now, might I ask the Senator's reac
tion to this assertion that a producer 
is being offered a free market competi
tive price when he is offered the oppor
tunity to sell his gas for the intrastate 
price in a State where there may be a sur
plus of gas for that State's needs. Does 
that sound like a free market price to 
the Senator? 

Mr. BARTLETT. No, sir; it does not. 
Mr. LONG. Does it sound like a free 

m arket price to say that he will be of
fered the opportunity to sell his gas for 
the same price he has already turned 
down? Does that sound like a free mar
ket price to the Senator? 

Mr. BARTLET!'. I think the Senator 
makes a good point. 

Mr. LONG. It seems to me if Senators 
want price control at a minimum they 
ought to be willing to settle for the same 
price they are already paying for coal 
and for oil. 

If their argument is, as I have heard 
them make it here, that the reason they 
should be given a priority in obtaining 
this gas, which is being used by someone 
else, is that they are unable to use oil 
or coal and, therefore, must have gas, 
what kind of sense does it make to say 
that with that logic as a justification for 
obtaining the priority they should have 
it cheaper than it would cost to buy the 
oil or the coal? 

Mr. BARTLETT. Well, the Senator 
makes a lot of very good points, and I 
think it just stands to reason that if the 
people in those States which are short of 
gas want to have a quick increase in the 
reserves available to them, have their 
lines start to fill up so they are not pay
ing part of the increase in price just to 
amortize that portion of the line that 
is not being used, that we are going to 
have to have an uncontrolled free market 
throughout this country. If we do this 
we are going to maximize the effort to 
have sufficient reserves as quickly as we 
can. No one knows exactly how long that 
is going to take. But I think that we do 
know, to have the maximum all-out ef
forts means a free market, uncontrolled 
market. All the rest of this business of 
putting controls on and averaging prices, 
and so on, is going to slow down the 
drilling. 

The provision that would not permit 
an expired interstate contract to be re
negotiated at a free market price is going 
to mean that particular producer is going 
to be continuing to sell and in some cases 
at a very ridiculously low price for a 
product off the shelf and far under the 
price it takes for him to replace it. 

I talked with some producers out in 
the western part of our State that are 
receiving under interstate Federal Pow
er Commission contracts 7 cents, 1 7 
cents, 18 cents a thousand. 

I think the Senator from Ohio and 
the Senator from South Carolina would 
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not like it very much if they were t reated 
that way on the selling price of their 
house that they might sell someday here 
in Washington at such time as they de
cide to leave Washington. I do not think 
any of us would want that, because in the 
case of this 7-cent gas, it is many, many, 
many times under the going market, and 
it is very unfair in my opinion to do this. 

Mr. President, S. 2310 is a nonsolu
tion to our country's natural gas short
age. In fact, it is a blueprint for even 
greater shortages in the future. If it be
comes law, passage of comprehensive 
legislation through both Houses of Con
gress would be indefinitely delayed. 
Thus, notwithstanding the unworkable 
and counterproductive provisions of this 
so-called emergency bill, new natural 
gas supplies will not be forthcoming and 
the American people will be denied a 
desperately needed solution to a very 
serious problem. Congress will have 
again copped out and the gas consumer 
and the American worker will pay the 
price. 

There is nothing in S. 2310 which will 
cause more natural gas to be found and 
produced. There are, however, many 
provisions in the bill which will cause 
less exploration and development of gas 
supplies than there is right now. 

First, the bill establishes a price ceil
ing on the intrastate gas market. This 
price ceiling is to be based on an aver
age of new gas contract prices during the 
month of August 1975. Thus, because this 
price is an average, any gas which costs 
more than the average, and obviously 
some exists, will remain undiscovered. 
Even Congress cannot force producers to 
drill for gas which they believe cannot 
be produced profitably. 

Other provisions in the bill like the 
one-section 4(c)-which says that no 
gas can be sold at a price higher than 
the celling price-even if it costs more
and the one-section 4(g)-which says 
that if gas is discovered and is not sold 
it can never be sold at a price above 
the ceiling price are actually disincen
tives for producers to even risk drilling 
at all. If I were a producer, and this bill 
became law, I would stop drilling except 
in those circumstances where drilling is 
required to prevent loss of my lease. 

This is for onshore. Offshore, the 
FPC's national rate is the maximum 
permitted. We have already seen what 
this kind of pricing technique does to 
the gas exploratory and development 
effort. The following table illustrates 
what has happened to the offshore ex
ploration and development efforts as the 
result of a controlled interstate market 
offshore and an uncontrolled intrastate 
market onshore. 

Total U.S. gas Offshore gas 
exploratory exploratory 

Offshore as footage footage 
(million (million percentage 

feet) feet) of total 

1970_ --------- 3. 7 . 26 7. 1 
1971. --------- 3. 3 .41 12. 4 1972 ______ ____ 4.6 .14 3.0 1973. ________ _. 6. 2 .17 2.8 
1974 ••.•••••• _. 7.7 .11 1.4 

Total U.S. gas 
development 

footage Offshore gas 
(million development 

feet) footage 

Offshore as 
percentage 

of total 

Imagine Congress enacting legisla
tion which actually would result in the 
production of less oil and natural gas in 
future years in order to get a little more 
gas into interstate pipelines now. Does 

1970 _________ _ 
1971. • ..•••.. . 
1972 .•....•••. 
1973 ......... . 
1974 . . - --···· · 

19. 2 
19. 3 
22. 2 
29.4 
31.3 

1. 6 
1. 7 
1. 5 
2. 3 
1. 6 

s. 5 anyone suppose natural gas shortages 
9. 1 will go away in the next several years? 
6. s I hope not, because they will not. Many 
~: g years will be required to increase sup-

plies enough to work out of the prob
lem. Yet the original version of S. 2310 
proposed to make future shortages even 
worse so that existing problems will not 
be so bad. 

All figures taken from latest publica
tions of "Gas Supply Indicators" by the 
FPC Ofiice of Economics, issued August 9, 
1975. 

As can be seen from these figures the 
percent of gas exploratory footage off
shore has decreased from 7 .1 percent in 
1970 to 1.4 percent in 1974. Development 
drilling shows a similar trend. Offshore 
was 8.5 percent of the total in 1970 and 
5.2 percent in 1974. 

More insight can be gained by looking 
at the amount of drilling. From 1970 to 
1974, total U.S. exploratory gas footage 
increased from 3.7 million feet to 7.7 mil
lion feet or 208 percent, while offshore 
footage decreased 42 percent. Total de
velopment footage increased 163 percent, 
while offshore development drilling re
mained constant. 

How the sponsors expect to reverse this 
trend with the pricing provisions of S. 
2310, I do not know. But it is truly a sad 
situation, because offshore not only has 
the greatest potential for significant new 
gas discoveries but also is a more ex
pensive area in which to operate. 

There are now abundant gas supplies 
in the intrastate markets because con
sumers and industry in the producing 
States have been willing to pay free 
market prices for natural gas in order to 
assw·e the supply. Not only does this bill 
attempt to take gas supplies from the 
intrastate markets but it also attempts 
to take the system, the free market, 
which allowed those supplies to be de
veloped in the first place. 

In this regard, I should like to quote 
from a recent letter to the President of 
t:b.e United States from the Governor of 
the State of Oklahoma, David L. Boren. 
which I believe properly describes the 
producing States' attitude toward S. 
2310: 

The present bill, S. 2310, is a. completely 
self-defeating one. It will do nothing to create 
any new product ion. In addition, it fails to 
realize that we can't simply shut-off the 
natural gas in Oklahoma, and states like 
Oklahoma, because there is not the capabil
ity of an immediate transfer to other fuels. 
Such an action would be disastrous to us, and 
will hurt the entire country In the long run. 
As Governor of Oklahoma I will not stand 
idly by and allow this to happen. In my 
opinion there are grave constitutional ques
tions about the counter-productive nature of 
t his act. Congress should be under no illusion. 
We would use every resource available to us 
to prevent it from happening. 

Although the provisions which would 
permit production in excess of MER 
have been deleted from the amended 
version of this bill, they give some in
sight into the real motives behind S. 
2310. I would, therefore, like to ·briefly 
discuss them. 

This is a real example of public policy 
with the expressed intent of making our 
children pay for the mistakes of today. I 
am p~~ased , of course, that the sponsors 
of S. 2310 saw the light and chose to 
remove the temporary emegency pro
duction rate provisions. However, the 
same comments apply to the pricing 
provisions. Our children will pay dearly 
because we would refuse to price the 
natural gas used today sufficiently high 
to permit producers to find and develop 
enough gas for tomorrow. Until this Con
gress recognizes the folly of price con
t rols and deregulates natural gas, this 
country will not have enough gas to meet 
its needs in the future. 

The bill abounds with provisions tha t 
are impossible administratively and for 
this reason alone, it will not accomplish 
the objectives held out for it. The FPC 
cannot possibly, either within 15 days 
or before winter, accomplish all the tasks 
set out for it in this bill; plus all the 
tasks it is normally supposed to per
form. For example, how will it be possi
ble to collect the data on the intrastate 
contracts let during August 1975 when 
most producers in the intrastate mar
kets are nonjurisdictional? 

How will the FPO determine within 15 
days and with any reliability the alter
nate fuel capability of the consumers be
hind the various curtailed interstate 
pipelines? Certainly there will not be 
sufficient time to obtain record evidence 
or for judicial review. The determina
tions which must be made by the EPA, 
the FEA, and the FPC in order to imple
ment the boiler fuel section again can
not be done in time to affect interstate 
gas supplies. 

Senate bill 2310 is a disaster, a disaster 
for the gas producer, a disaster for States 
like Oklahoma, Texas, and Louisiana, 
but most important, a disaster for the 
American natural gas consumer and 
worker. I have attempted here to bring 
out some of the negative, adverse aspects 
of this bill. There are many more. I hope 
my colleagues will seriously consider the 
details of this legislation. It will not 
work, and our constituents, when they 
are out of work and cold, will truly ques
tion the quality of our representation if 
it becomes law. 

There has never been a better case for 
the elimination of price controls than 
the natural gas situation. The uncon
trolled intrastate markets have adequate 
supplies and the controlled interstate 
markets do not. Do we bring the success
ful pricing procedure down to the level 
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of the unsuccessful one and assure every
one of natural gas shortages? Or do we 
do the opposite. It is time for statesman
ship by all of us. I hope we take the lat
ter course. The economic future of our 
Nation rests on it. 

Mr. President, I wish to thank very 
much the Senator from Louisiana and 
also my good friend from Ohio for the 
dialog we had. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the distin
guished Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
HARTKE) be added as a cosponsor to S. 
2310 and the amendment now under con
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FORD). Without objection, it so ordered. 
SENATOR R.ANDOLPH URGES ENACTMENT OF 

EMERGENCY LEGISLATION TO COPE WITH 
SEVERE NATURAL GAS SHORTAGE S T HIS 

WINTER 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, the 
United States is blessed with abundant 
energy resources. What is lacking is a 
common commitment by Government, by 
industry, and by all American citizens 
toward the single national goal of greater 
energy self-sufficiency. 

Too much time is being wasted in 
search of a scapegoat for our country's 
energy problem. For lack of a definitive 
national energy policy, we all suffer. 

Since 1969 and particularly since 1971, 
a major shortage of natural gas has 
emerged. In large part this has been to 
the unreasonable prices established by 
the Federal Power Commission for inter
state natural gas. 

In addition to retarding the explora
tion and development of new convention
al natural gas supplies, the policies of the 
Federal Power Commission have served 
as a major disincentive to the commer
cial development of coal gasification. In 
my judgment, the FPC's unreasonable 
pricing policies are the principal reason 
why the United States does not now have 
a commercial coal gasification industry 
in the United States. 

Five years ago in 1970 the primary, im
mediate task confronting government 
policy makers and industry was accelera
tion of exploration and development ac
tivities for oil and natural gas. Even then 
supplementary sources of natural gas 
were deemed necessary after 1980. The 
most promising are synthetics, LNG
llque:fied natural gas-imports, Cana
dian imports, and Alaskan supplies. 

The formidable task of redressing the 
imbalance may easily require another 
decade. 

On February 5, 1975, Federal Power 
Commission Secretary Kenneth F. Plumb 
wrote me stating that-

The United States is currently facing a pe
riod of shortage in the supply of available 
natural gas. Major pipeline companies have 
not only been forced to stop accepting new 
service contracts, but have also found it nec
essary to curtail the supply of gas to their 
existing customers. 

The impact of the natural gas shortage 
upon industrial users has not been confined 
to the State of West Virginia. Industrial cus
tomers .. . in the States of Louisiana, Missis
sippi, Alabama, Florida and Texas ... are be
ing curtailed ... heavy curtailment of lower
priorlty users has resulted in some cases in 
severe industrial disruption in the States of 
New York and Pennsylvania. The impact of 

the natural gas shortage on a particular area 
will largely depend on what natural gas pipe
lines serve it and on the availability and price 
of alternate fuel supplies. 

Curtailments of natural gas, which be
gan about 4 years ago, have increased to 
the point where interstate pipeline de
liveries according to the American Gas 
Association are curtailed nationally by an 
average of 11 percent. 

This is equivalent to 1 million barrels 
of oil per day which most likely will be 
replaced by oil imports; it also is equiva
lent to about 40 percent of the total elec
tric power generated today in the United 
States. These curtailments of natural gas 
are contributing significantly to our 
country's present energy dilemma. 

In our State of West Virginia natural 
gas supplies 21 percent of our energy 
needs. Over 69 percent of the homes use 
natural gas. Last year's actual curtail
ments were 8.1 percent of normal usage. 

Many industries dependent on natural 
gas in West Virginia have experienced 
severe curtailments, the largest in the 
State's history. Important among these 
are the steel and glass industries, which 
could not economically change over in a 
short time to alternate fuel sources. They 
were forced to lay off workers during the 
winter months. Further curtailments 
seem highly probable as set forth in the 
same letter from Federal Power Commis
sion Secretary Plumb: 

Impact of a curtailment of natural gas 
ser vice upon an industrial user will depend 
upon whether the user has operational al· 
ternate fuel facilities and upon the availa
bility of alternate fuel sources in the area. 

Yes, I repeat, there will be a loss of 
jobs, unless adequate supplies of gas can 
be called forth. 

This winter curtailm ~nts are predicted 
to reach 11.3 percent-20 billion cubic 
feet. This will amount to at least a 60-
percent curtailment on industrial cus
tomers beginning this November. 

The resultant adverse consequences on 
the economy and employment in West 
Virginia nad Appalachia are obvious. In 
addition, there are the significant sec
ondary impacts on other industries 
which depend on manUfacturers within 
this region for materials and supplies. 

Hardest hit will be the industrial sec
tor: stone, clay, and glass products; 
chemical and allied products; and pri
mary metals. If alternative fuels are not 
available a 20-percent rPduction in West 
Virginia's natural gas supplies could dis
place 8,300 workers in the £tate in man
ufacturing and related ir..dustries. 

In Indiana, natural gas supplies 24 
percent of that State's energy needs. 
Last year's actual curtailment was 25 
percent of its normal usage. In 1975 it 
is predicted to reach 32 percent or 251 
billion cubic feet. 

Hardest hit in Indiana will be the 
industrial sector: stone, clay, and glass 
products; and primary metals industries. 
If alternative fuels were not available a 
20-percent reduction in Indiana's nat
ural gas supplies could displace 99,000 
workers out of a labor force of 1,715,000 
workers in the State excluding agricul
ture and Government. 

By comparison, in Illinois natural gas 
represents 34 percent of all energy used 

and 75 percent of the homes rely on nat
ural gas. Last year's actual curtailments 
were 21 percent of normal usage. In 
1975 these are predicted to reach 26.6 
percent or 410 billion cubic feet. Should 
alternative fuels not be available a 20-
percent curtailment could potentially 
displace 173,000 workers out of a labor 
force of 3,698,000. 

In North Carolina, there will be a total 
cutofI-100-percent curtailment-of in
dustrial users. 

The House Government Operations 
Committee has recommended serious 
consideration be given to declaring a 
state of emergency in advance of thls 
winter. Particular concern is for six 
States: West Virginia, Pennsylvania, 
Ohio, Kentucky, New York, and New 
Jersey. 

Nationwide t he deepening natural gas 
shortage this winter is expected to be 30 
percent greater than last winter. More
over, there is no indication that the cur
rent downward trend in natural gas sup
plies will change for the better in the 
near future. 

Considering the seriousness of emerg
ing natural gas shortages for our coun
try and the American people, it is neces
sary that the Congress enact emergency 
relief measures which will assist in miti
gating this deepening crisis. Before us is 
S. 2310, the Natural Gas Emergency Act 
of 1975, introduced by Senators HoL
LINGS, GLENN, and TALMADGE. Also on the. 
Senate Calendar is S. 2330, the Natural 
Gas Emergency Standby Act of 1975, 
proposed by the administration. 

On disposition of this emergency 
measure the Senate is scheduled to con
sider S. 692, and pending amendments, 
designed to discover new natural gas 
supplies to meet the future natural gas 
requirements of a strong industrial 
America. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, natural gas 
is today the dominant domestic energy 
source-it represents over 40 percent of 
the energy produced in this country. It 
supplies over 50 percent of the fuel re
quirements of the Nation's industries. Yet 
past regulation of natural gas prices has 
encouraged its consumption and discow·
aged exploration and further production. 
This puts us on the brink of an energy 
disaster nationally, and especially in mJ' 
home State of Ohio. 

It has been estimated that up to 60,000 
jobs could be lost in Ohio because of this 
winter's gas shortage. Sales of natural 
gas have been restricted in Ohio since 
1972, and curtailments began in 1974. 
This winter, Columbia Gas, the major 
supplier for Ohio, will curtail customers 
an average of 28 percent, with some cus
tomers facing 65 percent curtailments 
and heavy :financial losses. 

On a statewide basis. Ohio has 2,561,-
400 residential natural gas consumers. 
Over 198,000 commercial establishments 
depend upon natural gas, as well as 6,800 
industrial facilities. Because of Ohio's 
dependence on natural gas, and the cur
tailments, it has been listed as on the 
15 which will be hardest hit during the 
coming winter. We have many industries 
which are major consumers of natural 
gas such as primary metal, stone, clay, 
arnd glass producing companies. Total 
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cost of doing nothing about the deregu
lation legislation and the natural gas 
shortage will cost Ohio about $109 mil
lion above and beyond the use of natural 
gas. This would be the cost of converting 
to fuel oil for all our needs, if this were 
possible. Of course, not all industries are 
able to convert, and there will be sub
stantial job losses in these instances. 

The downward trend in exploration of 
new natural gas will be felt for several 
years, even if the prices are deregulated 
today. The effects on the economy from 
Job loss, curtailed production, new home
owners who cannot get gas and must use 
oil or electric power, will be more serious 
1n the long run than the increase in gas 
prices that can be expected with dereg
ulation. 

First. Get the Government out of busi
ness; 

Second. Encourage production; 
Third. Cost of deregulation not that 

great; and 
Fourth. Need a long-term solution. 
At almost every meeting I have at

tended with constituents lately, the same 
message has come across: Get the Gov
ernment out of business. The Govern
ment regulatory agencies are under con
stant criticism because of their redtape 
bureaucracy, infringement on people's 
rights and privacy, and the additional 
financial burdens many regulations 
cause to small businesses and large ones 
alike. 

We have seen the reluctance of private 
industry to embark in production of en
ergy in many now unconventional ways, 
because they are not economically feasi
ble at this time. It would make no sense 
for a company to produce a product 
which costs millions of dollars but was 
too expensive for the public to buy. The 
solar cell concept is one of the expen
sive methods that might someday be re
fined enough to be mass produced and 
popularly priced. The exploration of 
Devonian shale, a concept especially pop
ular in Ohio, has also been deemed un
economical by experts in business and 
Government. The production of gas from 
Devonian shale is a worthy process that 
needs more research and development to 
bring its price to an affordable level for 
residential and industrial consumers. I 
have cosponsored legislation to provide 
more R. & D. funds for this method. 

The natural gas production began to 
decline as reserves were depleted and ex
traction became more expensive and dif
ficult. Federal Power Commission regu
lation of interstate gas prices stifled 
production and encouraged consump
tion of scarce natural gas. Now we have 
to pay for the fat years of cheap energy, 
not only with higher prices, but with job 
losses and economic strain until renewed 
exploration can replace these dwindled 
reserves. 

Deregulated natural gas prices are not 
expected to rise as high as oil prices per 
Btu. There is no question that partial na
tural gas deregulation will impose sub
stantial costs on consumers, but these 
costs will be tempered by several factors. 
First, the wellhead price on natural gas 
makes up less than 20 percent of its final 
price to consumers. Second, since natural 

gas under fixed contracts would remain 
at present prices, the impact would be 
spread out perhaps over a decade. Thus, 
the most recent FEA study indicated 
that the average cost of such deregula
tion would be between $13 and $18 on 
an annual residential bill in 1977. 

One important point the Congress 
must consider is that the natural gas 
shortage is a long-term problem which 
requires a long-range solution, not a 
stop-gas measure that may cause the 
crisis to resurge each winter. The answer 
that we choose now will be affected by 
other economic forces during this period 
of national financial recovery. A tempo
rary solution would be self-defeating of a 
long-term deregulation policy which I be
lieve is inevitable. We already have seen 
the weakness of the 6-month extensions 
of the Emergency Petroleum Allocation 
Act. We must not let the serious problem 
of the natural gas shortage fall into 
such an uncertainty as well. The Con
gress should accept its responsibility for 
once and hammer out a long-term work
able solution, instead of soft-pedaling 
temporary answers that are not truly 
effective. 

At this point in the RECORD, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed re
marks made to me in a meeting with 
representatives of the Sandusky, Ohio, 
Chamber of Commerce. This statement, 
I think, reflects the feelings of many 
Americans in Ohio and in other areas 
severely affected by the gas shortage. 
It was given by Mr. Ralph H. Mccollis
ter, president of the Vulcan Materials 
Co. of Sandusky. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

VULCAN MATERIALS Co., 
Sandusky, Ohio, September 23, 1975. 

DISCUSSION WrrH OHIO CONGRESSIONAL DELE
GATION BY GROUP OF BUSINESSMEN FROM 
SANDUSKY, OHIO 

Gentlemen: You have just heard Mr. Mur
phy relate who we are and how this group 
developed to bring us here today. We would 
like to point out that we are not here just to 
discuss the local Sandusky, Ohio, problem or 
to confine our interest to natural gas alone. 
We believe that there are too many inter
relationships in this total energy problem. 
We a.re confident that you have heard and 
know quite a lot about the overall energy 
problem, so we will be brief. But we do want 
to briefly discuss the broader problem and 
recommend a few actions. 

We are confused about many things we 
read in the paper and many actions that you, 
the Congress, and our Government are tak
ing. There are a few facts that seem irrefut
able to us. Let me briefly review them. 

1. The Congress regulated natural gas 
about 21 years a.go. The result was to make 
the premium fuel-natural gas--the cheap
est, with oil and coal higher priced. Con
sumers (both individuals and industry) 
switched from coal and oil to gas, and so to
day we are essentially out of gas. Why did 
it happen? Simply because a law made a pre
mium fuel cheap and thereby caused irre
sponsible and wasteful use of gas. 

In 1974 all natural gas found in the United 
States amounted to an energy equivalent of 
7.1 quadrillion Btu's. We consumed or used 
26.0 quadrillion Btu's of gas. We used over 
three times as much as we discovered. The 
known reserves today amount to only 8.8 
years at today's usage level. 

We are confused when we keep hearing 

comments from many that there is no short
age. 

2. We are being told by many to switch 
from gas to oil. Last year we found through
out the United States an oil energy equiva
lent of 17.0 quadrlllion Btu's. We used 36.0 
quadrillion Btu's. We found less than one 
half as much as we used, and the known 
United States reserves today are only 5.1 
yea.rs at today's usage level. Considerable 
switching from gas to oll is occurring in this 
country, but we have even less oil than gas. 
We are only getting by because we import 
oil. Nearly 40% of our oil needs are imported. 
Each time anyone switches to oil, we are 
causing increased imports at the highest 
energy cost with increased dependence on 
foreign countries. We are just postponing a 
problem and making it bigger. This really 
confuses us. 

3. We have more coal in the United States 
than all the rest of the world combined. 
There is more energy in our coal than 1n all 
of the oil in all of the Arab countries com
bined. Yet we get less than 20 % of our energy 
from coal. We produce less than we did 30 
yea.rs ago. The American Electric Power Com
pany built the John Amos Coal Plant on a 
huge coal field in West Virginia. It ls the 
largest coal-burning plant in the world. EPA 
required low sulfur coal. It now gets Mon
tana and Wyoming coal sent by train to St. 
Louis then by barge to West Virginia. The 
West Virginia coal is sent by barge 1n the 
opposite direction to seaports for shipment 
to Japan and Europe. Transporting the coal 
both ways uses our very scarce oil. A recent 
ad by the American Electric Power Company, 
which is attached, highlights this problem. 

We are confused that there are still so 
many government roadblocks to increased 
usage of coal two years after the Arab em
bargo. 

4. The biggest near-term future source of 
energy is nuclear. Yet it takes 11 years from 
the start of planning to get a nuclear plant 
into operation in the United States-mainly 
because of government roadblocks. In Europe 
and Japan it can be done in 4Y:i yea.rs. Today, 
two years after the Arab embargo, we are 
projecting less energy from nuclear sources 
by the year 2000 than we did prior to the 
embargo. We are confused by this fact. 

5. The Government is actively talking 
about starting FOGCO (Federal Oil and Gas 
Company). Private industry in the United 
States has a fantastic record for generations 
in the United States of beating any other 
business system, non-profit organizations, or 
the Government as far as efficiency, innova
tions, and effectiveness in all areas of busi
ness are concerned. 

A recent study of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare in the area 
of medical insurance plans showed that pri
vate profit-making industry was far more 
efficient than non-profit health organizations 
or the Government insurance plans. 

The article quoted many government and 
educational leaders as being surprised. This 
mystifies us when the record shows that this 
has been happening over and over again. This 
week, a study of the Municipal Light Plant 
in Cleveland, a government-owned and run 
industry, showed it to be $5 million in the 
red this year; has had three years of deficits, 
all due to "inefficient management, a padded 
work force, and poor maintenance." On the 
other hand, our farmers use 4 % of the work 
force and 4 % of the fixed capital investment, 
whereas Russia uses 31 % of their work force 
and 25% of their capital investment to pro
duce less grain than we do. 

Mr. Muskie recently said, "We live in a 
mixed economy where private enterprise and 
market forces are supposed to do the Job, but 
if they fumble the ball the Federal Govern
ment will intervene." We would be happy 
with M:r. Muskie's idea 1! the reciprocal would 
also work, that is, if the Government fumbles 
the ball private industry would take over. 
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we are confused as to the basis for the 

push for Government to get into the private 
business sector. 

The above five fa<:ts seem clear to us. We 
know that solutions are complex. We are con
vinced that environmental needs complicate 
this problem. We must make progress in the 
environmental areas, but not at rapid, irre
sponsible rates. We know that costs of energy 
are going to go up, but we believe responsible 
action will cause much less increase than the 
alternative of regulation. We believe this was 
well stated by Mr. Zarb in his article in the 
September 10 issue of The Wall Street Jour
nal entitled "The Seven Truths of Energy." 

we also recogniZe that some risks have to 
be taken. Back in 1889 Thomas Ediso~ wrote 
an article for the Scientific American in 
which he said, "My personal desire would be 
to prohibit entirely the use of alternating 
currents. They are unnecessary a.s they are 
dangerous. I can therefore see no just~cation 
for the introduction of a system which has 
no element of permanency and every element 
of danger to life and property." . 

In summary, we recommend the following 
11 ve things: 

1. Deregulate natural gas and let normal 
market conditions operate. 

2. Deregulate oil and let normal market 
conditions operate. Leave profits with the 
companies to invest in oil and gas explora
tion and development. 

3. Promote massive increases in the pro
duction and use of coal by removing road
blocks. A big part of this ~eludes a. more 
realistic look at environmental needs. 

4. Promote energy from nuclear sources 
by removing roadblocks. 

5. Keep the Government out of the private 
sector-such as FOGCO-and allow private 
industry to do the job. 

But probably more important than all of 
these is the fact that we need decisions. For 
two years you, the Congress. have left us 
wondering what is going to happen. No real 
energy policy and direction has left us in 
great confusion, waiting to make decisions. 
we need to know what you are going to do. 

RALPH H. MCCOLLISTER, 
President, Metals Division, 

Vulcan Materials Co. 

Mr. TAFT. We have been urged to take 
immediate action on short term emer
gency acts to provide relief from the na~
ural gas shortage this winter, once agam 
delaying action on a long-term energy 
bill. If the Senate had taken action in 
June when s. 692, the long-term bill, was 
reported from the Commerce Committee, 
a bill may have been considered by the 
House by now and have been enacted. As 
it 1s now, no action has even been taken 
on the so-called emergency measures 
that were introduced almost 3 weeks ago. 

The Senate has held many hearings on 
this matter, and although it has many 
technicalities, further delays will only 
exacerbate the shortage. 

I doubt that any emergency measure 
that we pass in the Senate now could be 
enacted and administered in time to al
leviate any shortages this winter. This is 
not to mention the additional time that 
judicial reviews will take, and I believe 
that they may be forthcoming, if the b111, 
s. 2310, is passed. The East Ohio Gas Co. 
in my State has told my staff that they 
have written this winter off. Next winter 
will be worse, and they are now hoping 
for some relief by that time. 

s. 2310, the legislation we are consider
ing, proposes a short term solution to 
this problem. 

It would set average area ceiling prices 

on intrastate gas. These would be sub
ject to court suits because of Federal in
tervention in instrastate commerce, and 
would not provide sufficient return to 
prevent competition for purchases. The 
lawsuits would very likely impede the use 
of intrastate gas which is vital if we are 
to overcome the shortage this year. 

The area ceiling prices proposed would 
be too low. There is not that much sur
plus gas to supply all the curtailed com
panies on interstate pipelines. There
fore, they would have to compete with 
present purchasers for gas. Producers 
would probably prefer to sell to their 
traditional intrastate customers, even at 
the ceiling price, rather than commit 
their gas to the interstate market. 

The short term solution requires gas 
production at the maximum efficient rate 
or higher. Pushing a well to this rate can 
cause damage to a well, and of course will 
cause it to run dry sooner and in the long 
run, to produce less gas. 

The administrative structure of this 
legislation is a nightmare. First, it re
quires the Federal Power Commission _to 
establish the average of August area ceil
ing prices within 15 days. Some of this 
information is not yet available for the 
month of August. Some areas did not 
have any sales during that month. The 
time frame allotted for this price setting 
is too short, and the FPC Chairman, 
John Nassikas, has said so in his testi
mony before the Senate Committee. In 
addition, at the conclusion of the "em
ergency" period, what would be the status 
of the contracts and prices on the in
trastate market? 

The b111 provides for participation of 
the FPC, the FEA, the Department of In
terior, the USDA, the Environmental 
Protection Agency, State EPA's, and 
other state agencies. The idea of all these 
separate jurisdictions participating on 
one 9-month program does not seem ef
fective or feasible. The bill is ambitions, 
but unrealistic in view of past experi
ences and the true emergency which now 
exists. 

I believe the preferable approach would 
be for the Senate to act now on a com
bination of 180-day deregulation pro
posal and long-term deregulation to
gether. This would be far easier to ad
minister, has been tested in prior times. 
It would make permanent the solution, 
so that we would not be faced with the 
present situation year after year. The 
Congress must take positive and forceful 
action now, if we are to win the confi
dence of the American people, and avoid 
further economic disruption and con
fusion that further curtailments and job 
losses will bring. 

QUORUM CALL 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING.OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF ROU
TINE MORNING BUSINESS TO
MORROW 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that when the Sen
ate convenes tomorrow and after the two 
leaders are recognized that there be 
a period of not to exceed 20 minutes for 
the transaction of routine morning busi
ness and that the time limitation of 3 
minutes attach thereto. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, at the 
conclusion of the morning hour, the Sen
ate will then return to Calendar No. 355, 
s. 2310, and that will once again be the 
pending business. 

RECESS TO 10 A.M. TOMORROW 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if 

there be no further business to come 
before the Senate, I move, in accordance 
with the previous order, that the Senate 
stand in recess until 10 a.m. tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and at 5: 13 
p.m., the Senate recessed until tomor
row, Tuesday, September 30, 1975, at 
10 a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate September 29, 1975: 
IN THE COAST GUARD 

The following Regular officers of the U.S. 
Coast Guard for promotion to the grade of 
captain: 
Charles F. Hahn Barry C. Roberts 
Eugene L. Davis David P. Bosomworth 
Robert R. Houvener George H. Garbe 
Richard N. Abrahams Bruce L. Sonomon 
Kenneth D. Albritton Willia F. Merlin 
Kenneth D. Urfer Thomas F. &haefer 
James A. Atkinson Donald P. Taub 
Harold B. Summey Richard D. Olsen 
Donald O. Cunning-Don S. Bellis 

ham Lynn N. Hein 
Robert A. Biller Arthur H. Wagner 
Robert J. Ketchel Leroy C. Melberg 
Thomas W. KilpatrlckWllliam M. Flande1·s 
Walter W. White John G. Stanley 
Wllliam M. Devlin William B. Mohin 
Michael Abarbanell Earle L. Sullivan, Jr. 
William F. Roland Kirk R. Kellogg 
Stanley J. Walden George L. Rettle 
John J. Cadigan Richard I. Rybacki 
Basil D. Harrington Laurence C. Kindbom 
Richard E. Sardeson Joseph H. Wubbold 
George F. Viveiros, Jr. Wllliam J. Brogdon, 
Kenneth M. Palfrey, Jr. 

Jr. Charles E. Moorhead 
Clifton R. Smith John W. Kime 
Norman B. Lynch 

The following reserve omcer of the U.S. 
Coast Guard to be a permanent commis
sioned otncer in the Regular Coast Guard in 
the grade of lieutenant commander: 

John E. Wiliams 
The following named omcer to be a perma

nent commissioned ofiicer in the Coast Guard 
in the grade of lieutenant having been found 
fit for duty while on the temporary disabil
ity list: 

Gerald A. Parr 
IN THE AIR FORCE 

The following persons for appointment in 
the Regular Air Poree, in the grades indi
cated, under the provisions of section 8284, 
Title 10, Untt.ed States Code, with a view to 
designation under- the provisions of section 
8067, Title 10, United states Code, to per
form the duties Indicate~ and with dates of 
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rank to be determined by the S ecretary 

the A ir Force: 

To be captain (Chaplain) 

Beckley, James W.,            . 

Boone, Joseph F.,            . 

Crosby, Robert H.,            . 

Farris, C laude B.,            . 

Guetersloh, Ralph A .,            . 

Haffly, Joseph R.,            . 

Hall, James P.,            . 

Headley, Richard A.,            . 

Jemerson, Robert L.,            . 

Knorr, Tom J.,            .


Knowles, Richard K.,            .


Manning, Joseph H.,            . 

Nee, Eugene 0.,            . 

Osmond, Russell L.,            . 

Parent, Edward J.,            . 

Perez, Benjamin,            . 

Price, James E.,            . 

Rhyne, Jerry L.,            . 

Roquemore, Jimmy A.,            . 

Sassman, William A.,            . 

Tripp, Robert J.,            . 

To be first lieutenant (Chaplain)


Mosier, Leslie H.,            . 

Zirzow, Wayne H.,            . 

To be major (Judge Advocate) 

Matlock, Joseph D.,            . 

To be captain (Judge Advocate)


Abrehamson, Thomas A.,            . 

Baynham, Thomas J., Jr.,            . 

Black, Paul L.,            . 

Brannon, William A.,            . 

Bruinooge, Jon P.,            . 

Caldwell, Bryan M.,            .


Capio, Ralph J.,            . 

Cervizzi, Richard G.,            .


Clarke, Leonard S.,            .


Durham, Bryant L.,            .


Economidy, John M.,            .


Ernst, Alan C.,            .


Frampton, James H.,            .


G raham, Roger D .,            .


Humphreys, Warren P.,            .


Kean, Barret E.,            .


Lemar, Bruce R.,             

McAvoy, Roger J.,            .


McNamara, Roger T.,            .


Mounts, Robert T.,            .


Niehaus William S.            .


N ieto, Johnny L.,            .


Query, Bryan L.,            .


Simutis, Frank J.,            .


Wasko, Adrian J.,            .


Waugh, David K., Jr.,            .


Whittington, Michael C.,            .


Woods, William R.,            .


To be first lieutenant (Judge Advocate) 

Barnick, Terry R.,            . 

Bateman, David A.,            . 

Beeson, Richard D.,            . 

Boswell, William P.,            . 

Case, Michael W.,            . 

Edgin, Gordon R.,            . 

Forkner, Larry E.,            . 

Fuscher, Steven R.,            . 

Guilbeau, Lyle J. S.,            . 

Harris, James R.,            . 

Krchma, Stephen P.,            . 

Lowenberg, Timothy J.,            . 

Luke, Peter H.,            . 

Lynch, Joseph G.,            . 

Mahan, Charles W.,            . 

Meador, Paul M.,            . 

Oconnell, Barry G.,            . 

Patch, Thurmond W.,            . 

Reed, Robert E.,            . 

Regan, Gilbert J.,            . 

Rigsby, Allen W., Jr.,            . 

Rowland, Jay R.,            . 

Schulze, Herbert R.,            . 

Secrest, James K., II,            . 

Slone, Randolph C.,            . 

Smiley, St-nley R.,            . 

Steighner, Donald J.,            . 

Stone, Donald G.,            . 

Thompson, Thomas J.,            .  

of 

Walluk, Anthony W., Jr.,            .


Wilder, Harlan G.,            .


Wright, Roger E.,            .


Yoder, Dennis S.,            .


To be major (Medical Corps)


Booker, James A., Jr.,            .


Halverson, James L.,            .


Hart, Kenneth R.,            .


Miller, James B.,            .


Schaberl, Karl N.,            .


Spence, Michael B.,            .


Yrizarryyunque, Jose M.,            .


To be captain (Medical Corps)


Adams, John A.,            .


Alexander, James A.,            .


A lexander, Johnny B.,            .


Anglin, Larry W.,            .


Anthracite, Raymond F.,            .


Archer, Stanley B.,            .


Balzer, Larry D.,            .


Baskin, Harold F.,            .


Bedingfield, John R., Jr.,            .


Beineke, Daniel D.,            .


Benning, Thomas R.,            .


Berezoski, Robert N.,            .


Berman. Richard A.,            .


Berry, Michael A.,            .


Bilka, Tassilo J.,            .
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Wilcox, Charles W.,            .


Wilkins, Don R.,            .


Wood, Richard H.,            .


To be first lieutenant (Dental Corps)


Baker, Gerald E.,            .


Bright, David R.,            .


Combs, Charles H.,            .


Corsa, Kejen P.,            ,


Ebright, Craig S.,            .


Emmert, Joseph H., Jr.,            .


Gallagher, Steven J.,            .


Hablitzel, Matthew L.,            .


Herber, Hobert E.,            .


Jacobs, Thomas L.,            .


Kopp, William M.,            .


Langenderfer, William R.,            .


Lee, David A.,            .


Mansfield, Michael J.,            .


Mills, Jerry C.,            .


Murray, Gary H.,            .


Musselwhite, James M.,            .


Nielsen, Gregg T.,            .


Norvell, Lester R., III,            .


Piech, David P.,            .


Pierce, David B.,            .


Rickey, David N.,            .


Scherer, John J.,            .


Shaner, John W.,            ,


Smith, Alan A.,            .


Smutka, Steven D.,            .


Stein, Lester D.,            .


Trebilcock, Charles E.. Jr.,            .


Valentine, Craig W..            .


Villa, Gregory M.,            .


Vogel, James J.,            .


Weiand, Ronald W.,            .


Wisdom, Sidney C..            .


Woehrlen, Arthur E., Jr.,            .


Woolum, James A.,            .


Zimmerman, Richard D.,            .


Zion, Harvey S.,            .


To be captain (Nurse Corps)


Carlson, Joyce E.,            .


Maroon, Hana J.,            .


Miller, James E.,            .


Mootz, Paul E.,            .


Shockley, George E., Jr.,            .


To be first lieutenant (Nurse Corps)


Arles, William F.,            .


Banda, Carmen L.,            .


Barger, Judith,            .


Bergefurd, Diana M.,            .


Bisping, Phyllis M.,            .


Blackwell, Harold D.,            .


Bourne, Mary A.,            .


Brewer, Bonnie L.,            .


Burleson, Kiska J. G.,            .


Cameron, Cheryl L.,            .


Carver, Hazel I..            .


Cassida, Linda L.,            .


Castro, Susan M.,            .


Cepin, Stephanie A.,            .


Chesnick, Florence M.,            .


Clark, Florence E.,            .


Coffey, Linda S.,            .


Colonna, Josephine R.,            .


Coughlin, Joann C..            .


Dodson, Linda E.,            .


Dolph, Hannah J.,            .


Dylla, Rebecca A.,            .


Everts, Barbara A.,            .


Gill, Thomas M.,            .


Gillyard, Nancy J.,            .


Gonzalez, Norma A.,            .


Gorman, Margaret L.,            .


Greyer, Julie A.,            .


Hagen, Ronnie H.,            .


Hartley, Elizabeth A.,            .


Heaton, Carol S.,            .


Herndon, Joe P.,            .


Hessberger, William G.,            .


Hoffman, Darrell R.,            .


Horanberg, Patricia A.,            .


Howe, John J.,            .


Ingalls, Cathryn M.,            .


Jackson, Carol S.,            .


Jaspers, Janet C.,            .


Johnson, Karen L.,            .


Johnson, Lisa M.,            .


Kalish, Joanne M.,            .


Keith, Billy R.,            .


Kelly, Jane E.,            .


Kliot, Cheryl S.,            .


Leonard, Eleanor M.,            .


Lusher, Sharon A.,            .


MacKenzie, Robert T.,            .


McCarren, Geraldine E.,            .


McDaniel, Sharen J.,            .


McFadden, Mary A.,            .


McFarland, Linda E.,            .


McNeal, Grace H.,            .


Miller, Catherine A.,            .


Miller, Shirley A.,            .


Modica, Sylvia J.,            .


Moore, Mary E.,            .


Morgan, Brenda S.,            .


Morgan, Robert 

W.,            .


Myers, Joseph B.. Jr.,            .


Noonan, Louise A.,            .


Parkin, Emily J.,            .


Peckens, Dianne L.,            .


Petitmermet, Patrecia K.,            .


Petrillo, Naomi A.,            .


Quesada, Ana T.,            .


Reynolds, Kathy J.,            .


Rhoton, Nina K.,            .


Roe, Barbara J.,            .


Rowland, Terri S.,            .


Santiago, Myriam,            .


Schermerhorn, Jan B.,            .


Schlottog, Janice A.,            .


Schultz, Janet E.,            .


Sergott, Maryanne L.,            .


Shirk, Judy M.,            .


Shumski, Mary C.,            .


Simcox, Ruth I.,            .


Slaght, Michael J.,            .


Slaight, Kathy E.,            .


Smith, Janice A.,            .


Smith, Paul E.,            .


Stepherson, Patsy A.,            .


Stripling, Glinda S.,            .


Thomas, Sharon K.,            .


Tubac, Gregory,            .


Tyson, Joyce L.,            .


Vanmeter, Noreen F.,            .


Vanvechten, Linda A.,            .


Washington, Barbara J.,            .


Wasik, William R.,            .


Watts, Carolyn E.,            .


Weatherford, Edith E.,            .


Wirtz, Marcia R.,            .


To be major (Medical Service Corps)


McClain, Earl D.,            .


To be captain (Medical Service Corps)


Berry, Charles M.,            .


Elikan, Ralph,            .


Penwell, Gary W..            .


Romney, Ianthus B., Jr.,            ,


Russell, Sydney S.,            .


To be first lieutenant (Medical Service


Corps)


Agler, William B., III,            .


Camacho, David A.,            .


Coleman, James L.,            .


DeGracia, Daniel P.,            .


Dewoody, Stephen P.,            .


Gilbert, Neal F.,            .


Gilliard, Ronald M.,            .


Hamilton, Maurice R.,            .


Johnson, Eric L.,            .


Johnson, Ronald R.,            .


Lippert, Carl A.,            .


Lopez, Alfred, Jr.,            .


McCaskill, Clement L.,            .


Mchail, William A.,            .


Morgan, Timothy M.,            .


Myers, Robert H.,            .


Pease, Alan T.,            .


Rhodes, Arvin M.,            .


Riche, Charles L.,             .


Sales, Daniel L.,            .


Schmitt, Karl F.,            .


Scott, Richard F.,            .


Sexton, William P.,            .


Sutterer, Larry J.,            .


Syron, Edward P.,            .


Thompson, Tommy L., III.            .


To be second lieutenant (Medical Service


Corps)


Anderson, Michael C.,            .


Dewberry, James L.,            .


Farmer, Joseph E.,            .


Gunderson, Eugene G.,            .


Janes, Lawrence G.,            .


Latsko, John M.,            .


McLemore, Johnny J.,            .


O'Brien, William F.,            .


Rowen, Philip J.,             .


Scavetto, Ronald J.,             

Taber, James S.,            .


White, Thomas J.,            .


To be captain (Biomedical Sciences Corps)


Carmichael, Richard C., 

           .


Readinger, Sharon A.,            .


Reynes, Robert L.,            .


Simpson, David C.,            .


Swanson, John W.,            .


To be first lieutenant (Biomedical Sciences


Corps)


Anderson, Robert W., Jr.,            .


Banias, Bruce B.,            .


Bisbee, Charles T.,            .


Borchert, Ronald D.,            .


Brownley, Dennis D.,            .


Cerha, Henry T.,            .


Clark, Selmer M.,            .


Cleary, Thomas J..            .


Dabel, John H.,            .


Doherty, Thomas F.,            .


Flory, William A.,            .


Hale, Forrest B.,            .


Hargrave, Mary C.,            .


Houlihan, John P.,            .


James, Donald K.,            .


Lott, Linda M.,            .


Lynn, James R.,            .


McCrea, Linda K.,            .


Meguire, Gerald E.,             .


Morgan, Thomas R.,            .


Peck, Gregory W.,            .


Piltingsrud, Harley V.,            .


Rendudet, Virginia V.,            .


Schumacher, Lynn F.,            .


Seethaler, Lawrence W.,            .


Sellers, Donald R.,            .


Tuttle, Gerard R.,            .


Varmecky, James R.,            .


Vermulen, Erik K.,            .


Wilson, Valerie B.,            .


To be second lieutenant (Biomedical Sciences


Corps)


Bonner, John 0 .,

Jr.,            .


Gossman, Gregory W.,            .


Hayashi, Maurice M.,            .


Siefke, Richard W.,            .


Stansbury, Charles E., Jr.,            .


To be captain (Veterinary Corps)


Hewins, Stanley 0 .,            .


Nold, James B.,            .


Severance, Carlton S., III,            .


To be first lieutenant (Veterinary Corps)


Andersen, Gary L.,            .


Bradley, Michael J.,            .


Clader, John D.,            .


Coates, Donald D.,            .


Farr, Robert M.,            .


Garnett, Nelson L.,            .


Griffin, Martin D.,            .


Harris, Jerry A.,            .


Howell, James F..            .


McGehee, James A.,            .


Peterson, Michael R.,            .


Sweet, Dennis E.,            .


Webster, Shawn N.,            .
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